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Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this research was to gain an understanding if traditional high 
school grading practices provide equitable outcomes for students particularly when 
homework and employability points based on participation, behavior, and attendance are 
included in the grading structures. With a strong movement of schools starting to use 
standards-based grading practices one of the purposes of this study is to learn how 
traditional grading practices potentially contribute to our equity concerns in society. 
Furthermore, this study illustrates how standardized grading practices, focusing strictly 
on student achievement may or may not provide more equitable grading outcomes for 
students of differing race, disability status, and socio-economic status (SES) when 
compared to the traditional grading system. 
Methodology 
During the 15-16 school year, “Diversity High” School’s math teachers uniformly 
separated their grade books into the following categories: “Assessments,” “Homework,” 
and “Employability.” To conduct this study, 795-semester grades for math classes during 
the 15-16 school year were charted documenting each student’s final grade percentages, 
employability percent, and homework percent. Test/Quiz grades were compared to the 
final grade in the course to see if, and by how much, student’s grades were inflated or 
deflated due to including homework and employability scores (participation, attendance, 
behavior) in the grade. Each participant’s race, gender, SES (free and reduced lunch) and 
disability statuses (IEP/504) were also be documented to allow for subgroup equity 
 
 
comparisons to see if some subgroups are more likely than others to benefit from 
traditional grading structures that include homework and employability points. 
Findings 
The most extreme cases in this study had their grades deflated by 18.26% and inflated 
by 18.95% respectfully. 479 students (61.5%) had inflated grades when homework and 
employability points were included in the grade. 299 students (38.4%) had deflated 
grades and only 1 student’s grade remained unchanged. 336 (43.2 percent) students in this 
study had their grades inflated or deflated by 5% or more and 97 (12.6%) students in this 
study had their grades inflated or deflated by 10% or more which is equivalent to moving 
up or down a full letter grade.  This study also found there were significant differences 
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Gaining a quality education is an extremely powerful tool as education creates 
opportunities. Education affects everyone around us. It is called the “neighborhood 
effect” in which more opportunities are created for the whole community because 
educated individuals tend to have better-paying jobs and therefore more money to spend 
which will get pumped back into the community (Cooper, Fusarelli, & Randall, 2004). 
When individuals fail to graduate from high school, they cost society more 
money.  Uneducated individuals frequently need more government assistance because 
they are not able to obtain high paying jobs sufficient to support their families. 
Students do not graduate high school when they fail to earn passing grades in their 
classes and earn credits. Grades are of critical importance for students because they hold 
so much power. Grades define student achievement and drive educators ’decisions such 
as when to provide supports, academic awards, graduation diplomas, and advanced 
course placements (Feldman, 2018). Grades also help determine athletic or 
extracurricular eligibility, employment/work permits/insurance rates, college acceptance, 
scholarships, and financial aid assistance.  
With a grade holding so much power one would think that it is clearly objective, 
meaning it directly aligns with a student’s skill and or knowledge level within an 
academic subject. However, in many instances within the traditional grading model, this 




teachers to be very different. Even the same courses taught within one school with 
different teachers result in differing criteria used for providing student grades (McMillan, 
2001). In some cases, grading variances are large enough to be the difference between 
failing a course and making the honor roll depending on the teacher’s personal grading 
policies (Reeves, 2008). 
Starch and Elliott (1912, 1913) studied the reliability of grades using a series of 
studies looking closer at the subjects of English and Math. In one study, Starch and 
Elliott asked English teachers from about 200 different high schools to grade the same 
papers using a 100 point scale.  After the papers were graded the authors found an 
extreme range of scores for the same writings. For example, one English paper differed 
by about 40 points between the evaluator's scores.  In a follow-up study conducted by 
Starch and Elliott (1913) they found Geometry scores ranging from 28-95 percent when 
assignments were graded by different teachers. These researchers had repeated their 
previous study because some thought writing was subjective by nature and therefore math 
would result in fewer differences between teachers. 
With grades holding such powerful significance one might ask what is the 
purpose of grades? Most would agree that grading is used as a way of communication 
(Brookhart, 2004). Grades communicate with parents, students, families, and other 
stakeholders how the student is doing in school. A number of experts agree grades should 
reflect the student’s learning of the content (Guskey & Jung, 2009; Marzano & 
Heflebower, 2011; O’Connor, 2009; Wormeli, 2011). Marzano (2000) and O’Connor 




academic performance. This feedback must be accurate and specific for students to learn 
and improve their knowledge and academic skills. 
Ultimately, a teacher’s grading system directly impacts whether or not students 
pass classes and earn credits to graduate.  Grading varies from teacher to teacher because 
these educators ultimately decide what is included in their class grades based on their 
own philosophies of grading. Teachers decide what to include in a grade such as 
assessments, homework, effort, behavior, extra credit, and how much to weigh each of 
these categories. Teachers get the final say about how many points to attach to each 
assignment and even the criteria in which assignments are graded.  
Students should earn the grades they get in these courses based on their 
demonstration of mastery in specific academic content; however, grades do not always 
accurately reflect the student's academic skills which showcase what they know or are 
able to do as a result of the learning from the course. Many teachers give points/grades 
for homework and employability skills (participation, attendance, behavior) that impact a 
student's grades both positively and negatively (Guskey, 2009; McMillan, 2001). Reeves 
(2008) found a common reason students fail within traditional grading systems include 
getting zeros for missing homework or poor performance on a major assignment such as 
a project or large term papers. As a result of these additional components included in the 
grade, the grade may not be a true representation of the student's academic content 
knowledge and is a common cause for students not passing classes and thus failing to 




Grades can be misleading for parents, post-secondary institutions, and even fellow 
teachers. Parents may think their student is doing well academically when indeed they are 
not. On the other hand, the student may have a low grade in spite of demonstrating a high 
level of course content knowledge. Often post-secondary institutions use grades to make 
decisions on college acceptance, and if the grade is not a good indication of a student’s 
actual skill or knowledge of content, grades may be misleading. Many schools use 
structures such as Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports (MTSS) to provide interventions for 
students that need more support in learning core content. If students struggle to 
understand the content during their core instruction (tier 1) they may be referred to a tier 
2 teacher to assist the student with re-teaching concepts so they can better understand the 
content. Unfortunately, many times grades are used as an indicator of needing such 
support. For example, if a student is failing a class it may be seen that they need help 
learning the content, whereas they may just have a lower grade because of their failure to 
complete the homework, attend class regularly or show acceptable behavior during 
instruction because all these components may be included in the overall grade.  
Statement of the Problem 
A student’s grade should be a direct reflection of the student’s skill and academic 
knowledge in the subject matter (Linn & Miller, 2005; Marzano & Heflebower, 2011). 
For example, students should get an “A” for “A” quality work.  However, this is not 
always the case due to inflation or deflation of the overall grade based on traditional 
grading practices in which teachers include points for a student’s employability skills, 




Traditional grades are shared as a single percent and letter which become part of a 
student’s identity in which they are judged within society (Schneider & Hutt, 2014). For 
example, a student might be referred to as “A student” or a “C student.” This creates 
concern as single letter grades have significant impacts on the student's future (Burke, 
1968). The worst part is very few teachers receive formal training within their teacher 
preparation course work on how to grade or report such grades (Guskey, 2009).  As a 
result, traditional grading practices vary greatly between teachers and have been proven 
to be highly subjective (Brookhart, 2004; Guskey, 1994; Reeves, 2008; Starch & Elliott, 
1912, 1913). Many other experts suggest grading practices include subjective grading 
categories such as "Employability;" which gives students points based on teachers 
perceptions of effort, behavior, and participation that impact a student's grade both 
positively and negatively (DiMaggio, 1982; Jussim, 1991; Keith et al., 1998; Roscigno & 
Ainsworth-Darnell, 1999). This leads one to question how accurately the final course 
grade showcases the student’s mastery of academic content in the subject.   
Based on history, some subgroups have more obstacles or barriers to navigate to 
become successful. Some individuals have a clearer path to success based on factors such 
as social networks, race, gender and socio-economic (SES) reasons to name a few.  These 
factors influence students and give them more or fewer opportunities to move ahead. 
Students from all backgrounds should have equal opportunities for educational success; 
unfortunately, this is not the case as individuals come from many backgrounds and it is 
clear that education tends to favor those in social networks with higher levels of 




 Stebbins and Comen (2018) wrote a USA Today article describing the worst cities 
for racial disparities when comparing black and white Americans. Inequities among 
whites and blacks such as household income, unemployment rates, and homeownership 
rates were compared in their study. The USA Today’s list for worst metro areas for black 
Americans includes the city of “Diversity High School” (pseudonym), which is where 
this research for “Grading and Equity” will be conducted!  Stebbins and Comen’s 
findings showed black American median incomes ($25,897) were 46.8 percent less than 
whites in the most discrepant metro areas. In addition, 73.2 percent of whites owned 
homes compared to only 32.8 percent of blacks within these cities.  Finally, blacks were 
unemployed at a much higher rate (23.9%) compared to whites (4.4%). All these 
discrepancies show that racial inequities are still prominent in today’s culture, and 
schools are suggested within the article as one of the possible foundations for these 
continued inequities.  
Data collected by the U.S Department of Education (1994) based on a national 
sample of 8th grade students found the “B” student in the schools with the highest poverty 
concentrations received about the same test scores as the students who received D’s or 
less in more affluent schools.  This study also found the “C” students in the poorest 
schools received similar test scores as students getting failing grades from the more 
advantaged schools.  In a similar study, Cross (1997) gave students from high and low 
poverty schools a standardized exam. He found “A” students from the poor schools 
scored at about the same range as C- or D+ level students from the schools with low 




schools with lower SES have grades that are more inflated when compared to schools of 
higher SES. 
Purpose of the Study  
Educational scholars must be open-minded and seek to understand the systems 
and histories of society which may favor some groups while others may have more 
obstacles or barriers to navigate. Some individuals have a clearer path to success based 
on numerous factors such as social networks, race, gender and economic reasons to name 
a few. The purpose of this research is to learn if traditional high school grading practices 
provide equitable outcomes for students, particularly when homework and employability 
points based on participation, behavior, and attendance are included in the grading 
structures.  With a strong movement of schools starting to use standards-based grading 
practices one of the purposes of this study is to learn how traditional grading practices 
potentially contribute to our equity concerns in society. Furthermore, this study will 
illustrate how grading practices, such as standards-based grading, focusing strictly on 
student achievement, may or may not provide more equitable grading outcomes for 
students of color, disability, and low SES as compared to the traditional grading system. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions will be used to guide this study. 
1. How does including employability and homework scores within the traditional 
grading model inflate or deflate grades?  
2. Does including these traditional grading components produce equitable grading 




Significance of the Study 
Grading is a well-accepted part of the schooling process as it is used in hundreds 
of thousands of schools all across the United States (Schneider & Hutt, 2014). There are 
still many teachers including grading factors beyond the mastery of the standards such as 
effort, participation, behavior, attendance, and homework (Guskey, 2009; Marzano & 
Heflebower, 2011; McMillan, 2001; Reeves, 2008). This study could potentially add 
another piece of evidence to help teachers make grading decisions that may produce more 
equitable outcomes for students. This study is significant due to the strong movement 
towards standards-based grading across the country (Iamarino, 2014). As a result of this 
study, teachers and administrators may see how current traditional grading methods 
including factors such as homework, participation, and attendance inflate or deflate 
grades compared to just reporting student’s knowledge of the content taught in the 
course. In addition, this study is unique due to the fact that it looks at the impact these 
traditional grading practices have based on a student’s race, gender, SES, and disability 
statuses. The data from this research will help teachers and administration reflect on 
grading methods and perhaps identify parts of the grading practices that support all 
students and what practices might need to be adjusted to provide more equitable 
outcomes. Finally, as a result of this study, schools across the country may want to do 
similar studies to see if their current grading practices of including homework, 
participation and attendance points are inflating/deflating grades and if they are providing 





Preview of the Study 
Many see education as a way to obtain good jobs and move up in society; 
however, Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) argued that schools do not always achieve the 
ultimate goal of providing equal opportunities for individuals to be successful.  Through 
this study, the researcher will explore barriers such as grading inequalities that may 
prevent individuals from having equal opportunities for success.  This research project 
will focus on race and disability at the high school level within a diverse urban school 
district and will explore how removing homework and employability points might create 
a more equitable approach to grading. Through this project, the researcher will explore 
how these grading practices impact those of different races, genders, SES, and 
individuals with disabilities. As a result of this study, one will have a better 
understanding whether or not grading practices including non-academic factors 
(attendance, behavior, participation, effort) are inflating or deflating student's final grades 
and if current overall grades are a direct reflection of the student's knowledge of the 
subject matter.  
To conduct this study, about 800 semester grades for math classes will be 
evaluated.  During the 2015-2016 school year, as a way of forming consistency for 
grading, Diversity High School’s math teachers uniformly separated their traditional 
grade books into the following categories: “Assessments,” “Homework,” and 
“Employability.” This consistency in the grading setup allows the researcher to analyze 
all student grades (about 800) in the area of math. The grades will be charted by writing 




percent.   Each participant’s race, gender, SES and disability statuses will also be 
documented to allow for subgroup comparisons. SES will be recorded using student’s 
free and reduced lunch eligibility which is based on family income, and disability statuses 
will be documented based on if the individual has an Individualized Educational Plan 
(IEP) or a 504 plan.  Assessment grades will be compared to the final grade in the course 
to see if, and by how much, student’s grades were inflated or deflated due to including 
homework and employability scores (participation, attendance, homework) in the grade. 
Furthermore, the inflation and/or deflation of each student's grades will be compared 
based on race, gender, and SES and disability statuses to see if some subgroups are more 
likely than others to benefit from traditional grading structures that include homework 
and employability points.  
Delimitations  
 The findings from this study may not be generalizable to other schools or even 
departments (ie. Science, Social Studies, English, etc.) beyond the high school in which 
the data were collected. However, Diversity High School’s math department may be able 
to use this data to examine their grading practices and its impact on equitable outcomes 
for these math teachers. This school may even repeat this study within other departments 
to reflect on grading and equity. Additionally, the data sample from this study will not 
include students from rural settings as it only includes students attending one urban high 






 Limitations of this study include the subjectivity of the grading practices of 
teachers. Each teacher may use their own discretion of how they award points even 
though the grading categories within this math department are the same (Homework, 
Employability, Assessments). Another limitation of this study would be the quiz score 
accuracy.  A student can get a zero for an assessment because they were absent and didn’t 
make it up. This skews the overall assessment percent and would not be a good reflection 
of the student’s skill level. While this study allows for hypotheses to be made on how 
students might fare using a standards-based grading system that focuses on summative 
content knowledge, it is not that simple. There are many components to the standards-
based grading system beyond taking out grades for effort, homework, attendance, and 
behavior. For example, there are unknown standards-based grading components such as 
allowing students to reassess, which therefore makes comparisons between traditional 
and standards-based grading challenging.  
Assumptions 
One assumption the researcher is making within this study is that the recorded 
assessment (test/quiz) scores are summative assessments which are strong reflections of 
the student’s knowledge of the academic content. The assessments such as tests/quizzes 
are assumed to cover academic standards covering the course content. The researcher 
also assumes these assessment scores are the purest indicators available to know the 
student’s knowledge of the content given the traditional grading model being used by the 





 Traditional Grading Practices according to Marzano and Heflebower (2011) are 
“when students acquire points for various activities, assignments, and behaviors, which 
accrue throughout a grading period. The teacher adds up the points and assigns a letter 
grade” (p. 34). In the traditional grading system, these points are then often put into 
categories such as homework, tests/quizzes, projects, and participation (Feldman, 2018). 
In a traditional grade book, the total of all the points is either 100 points or calculated into 
a percentage based on the total points earned divided by the points possible which allows 
teachers to give A-F letter grades based on points earned.  There are many varieties of 
how a teacher sets up a grade book in traditional grading systems as teachers choose 
values each assignment is worth and how much to weight each category. 
Standards-based Grading Practices are performed when the teacher reports 
students’ progress based on their performance on individual content standards 
(Brookhart, 2004). The final score for each standard is determined once students have 
been given multiple opportunities to demonstrate their learning over time (O’Connor, 
2002). According to Benson (2008), “In standards-based schools, grades are replaced 
with, or augmented by, achievement reports that indicate levels of performance on 
essential benchmarks” (p. 35).  Failure to complete work in a standards-based system 
does not result in a “zero” like the traditional grading, but rather the student is expected 
to complete missing work (Reeves, 2008; Wormeli, 2011) because assigning zeros in the 
grade book doesn’t accurately showcase what was learned (Guskey, 1994).  Teachers 




do assignments until they show they are proficient in the content knowledge (Marzano & 
Heflebower, 2011; O’Connor, 2009; Wormeli, 2011). Using the standards-based grading 
system teachers may assess other learning variables other than mastery of the content; 
however, factors such as participation, homework, attitude, and effort are not included in 
the overall grade (Brookhart, 2004; Marzano & Heflebower, 2011).  
Academic Content Knowledge is a common phrase used by the researcher when 
referring to a student’s understanding of content standards.  For example, a student may 
have a high level of understanding of right triangle trigonometry.  Academic content 
knowledge is communicated purely when academic skills are separate from non-
academic skills such as homework, effort, participation, attendance, and behavior.  
 Employability points within this study are defined as points given to students as 
part of their grades that reflect 21st-century skills demonstrated within the classroom 
environment. This includes participation in classwork such as doing the warm-ups or 
participating in other class activities. Employability points are also awarded to students 
for showing up to class and being on time. Teachers also give employability points for 
being socially responsible such as not being disrespectful to classroom teachers or peers. 
Teachers within this study gave students 3-10 employability points each day based on 
their participation level in the class activities (Example: warm-up), attendance/tardies, 
and their level of social responsibility (not disruptive or disrespectful to staff or peers) 
during class time.  
Grade Inflation, according to Zlomek and Svec (1997), is defined as an increase 




than the students actual level of learning. An example of this from this study would be a 
student that would get a grade of a C based only on academic content knowledge 
indicated by assessment scores; however, he/she gets an overall grade of a C+ or higher 
because of the homework and employability points inflated the grade.  
 Grade Deflation as defined for this research is just the opposite of “Grade 
Inflation.” Grade Deflation is when a student’s overall grade is lowered based on the 
inclusion of homework and employability points. For example, a student that would get a 
grade of an A based on academic content knowledge indicated by assessment scores only 
gets an overall grade of an A- or lower because the homework and employability points 
did not reach A quality, therefore, deflating the final course grade. 
Organization of the Study  
This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter One, the introduction 
includes the overview, statement of the problem, purpose of the study, significance of the 
study, preview of the study, delimitations, limitations, assumptions, and definitions.  
Chapter Two, the literature review includes an overview, history of grades and traditional 
grading practices, purpose of grades, traditional grading and subjectivity, standards-based 
grading, theoretical foundation, cultural capital and grading practices, educational 
inequities, teacher effects on student outcomes, parent/family effects on student 
outcomes, and a summary of literature review findings. Next, Chapter Three, the 
Methodology section will include the purpose of the study, research questions, research 
design, setting and participants, data collection methods, data analysis, and a proposed 




design, participants and data collection followed by findings of organized by research 
questions and a summary of the findings. Finally, Chapter 5 includes a summary of the 
findings, discussion of results, future research, as well as conclusions and implications 








The purpose of this research literature review is to detail findings as they relate to 
potential inequalities within educational grading practices for individuals based on their 
race, gender, SES and those with disabilities. The following sections will explore 
previous research findings on grading and equity.  First, the literature review will outline 
a brief history of grading practices as they are known today. Next, the review will 
synthesize studies conducted on traditional grading practices and subjectivity as well as 
the purpose of grades.  This review will explore the theoretical framework of this study. 
The researcher will then review inequalities between race, genders, SES and those with 
disabilities in terms of employability skills, specifically related to school attendance and 
behavior. At this point, the review will take an in-depth look at research on these topics 
as they relate to education and grading practices.  In the final section, a summary of the 
review with key findings will be shared with hypotheses on how these findings may 
impact this research on traditional grading practices. 
One might be surprised by the amount of research that has been written on 
grading. A quick literature review search on “grading” using Google Scholar found nearly 
3 million related articles. Warren Middleton (1933) described his work on revising his 
school's grading and reporting system in the 1930s as a daunting task.  
The Committee on Grading was called upon to study grading procedures. At first, 
the task of investigating the literature seemed to be a rather hopeless one. What a 




agreement among American educators concerning the perplexing grading problem 
actually be discovered? (p. 5) 
 
This sounds familiar to teachers, researchers, and educational leaders doing this same 
work over 100 years later! Society is still debating the best ways to grade and report 
student achievement. 
History of Grades and Traditional Grading Practices 
To fully understand and appreciate the complexity of grades it is helpful to 
explore the evolution of the grading practices over the past few centuries. Before 1850, in 
the United States, few students went to school past the elementary school, and learning 
was shared by the teacher orally with little need for formal report cards or complex 
grading systems (Schneider & Hutt, 2014). Schools consisted of students of all ages 
grouped together in a one-room schoolhouse taught by one teacher (Guskey & Bailey, 
2001). 
Later in the 19th and 20th centuries grading systems were created to be an 
efficient way to sort students.  K-12 student enrollments tripled in size between 1870 and 
1910 as a result of child labor laws and compulsory education laws (students must attend 
school until age 16) which meant changes to grading were needed (Schneider & Hutt, 
2014).  Historians hypothesize the growth of grading systems in the early 1900s was due 
to a “social efficiency movement” in American schools. Teachers needed a more efficient 
system to share grading progress with parents, students and even other teachers within the 
schools. Furthermore, there was a need for a systematic way of tracking student’s 





A few universities such as Harvard were the first to use a 100 point scale in their 
grading structure (Smallwood, 1935). Harvard used this scale to divide grades into 
divisions such as division one (90-100 points), division two (75-89 points) and so on. 
These categories later evolved into summa cum laude and magna cum laude. Eventually, 
these divisions were broken down into letter grades such as the A-F scheme commonly 
seen today. 
The A-F grading system was not a standard practice in the 1940s; however, it was 
a dominant grading structure (Schneider & Hutt, 2014). Shortly thereafter the A-F system 
was fused with other common grading practices such as the 4.0 scale and the 100 percent 
system. Feldman (2018) described the letter grading system (A-F) as a structure for 
sorting students quickly. It was believed that individuals were born with a fixed academic 
capacity and each person fit somewhere on a continuum of expertise and therefore the 
bell curve was widely used. By the 1960s, the A-F system was being called a 
“traditional” practice (Burke, 1968).  According to a National Education Association 
Survey (1971) letter grades were in use in over 80% of schools. As of 1998 traditional 
grading practices such as A-F or percent systems were being used in 92.2 percent of 
secondary schools (Camara, 1998). Finally, most recently there has been grading reform 
movement steering educators away from traditional grading components such as the 
inclusion of non-academic factors and moving towards a standards-based approach to 





Purpose of Grades 
With so much riding on grades such as scholarship money and college 
admittance, one might ask what is the purpose of grades? Most would agree that grading 
is used as a way of communication (Brookhart, (2004). Grades communicate with 
parents, students, families, and other stakeholders how the student is doing in school. 
Experts agree grades should reflect the student’s learning of the content (Guskey & Jung, 
2009; Marzano & Heflebower, 2011; O’Connor, 2009; Wormeli, 2011). Marzano (2000) 
and O’Connor (2009) state that the most effective grading practices provide feedback to 
help student's academic performance. This feedback must be accurate and specific for 
students to learn and improve their knowledge and academic skills. 
Guskey (2009) conducted a study with 600 K-12 teachers and found elementary 
teachers focused mostly on using grades as a means to communicate with parents. 
Furthermore, he found elementary teachers separated academic achievement and 
behaviors for the most part when assigning student grades. Guskey found secondary 
teachers were more focused on giving grades that helped individuals prepare for college 
or real-life experiences. As a result, secondary teachers were more likely to include 
behavior and effort within the grade.  Grades should be fair, equitable and useful to 
students, parents, and teachers as they are key in communicating student learning. To do 
so, grades should be based on achievement of learning goals (Bailey & McTighe, 1996; 
Brookhart, 2004; Guskey, 1994) and primarily determined by summative assessments 





Traditional Grading and Subjectivity 
Researchers have found grading practices between teachers vary significantly 
(Brookhart, 2004; Guskey & Link, 2019; Reeves (2008). Even courses that are taught 
within the same school by different teachers can produce very different grades based on 
the criteria used for grading (McMillan, 2001). In some cases, the difference between 
failing a class and making the honor roll simply depended on the teacher’s grading 
policies (Reeves, 2008). 
Several researchers suggest teachers include subjective grading categories such as 
"Employability Points,” which gives students points based on teacher’s perceptions of 
effort, behavior, and participation that impact a student's grade both positively and 
negatively (DiMaggio, 1982; Jussim, 1991; Keith et al., 1998; Roscigno & Ainsworth-
Darnell, 1999).   Stiggins et al. (1989) stated, “Most teachers would agree that grades 
should be based on achievement; however not all would agree that grades should be 
based on achievement alone” (as cited by Brookhart, 2004, p. 115). 
Starch and Elliott (1912) explored the reliability of grades using a series of studies 
in 1912 and 1913 looking closer at the subjects of English and Math. In one study, Starch 
and Elliott asked English teachers from about 200 different high schools to grade the 
same papers. Teachers graded the papers using a 100 point scale.  After the writings were 
graded the authors found an extreme range of scores for the same paper. For example, 
one English paper differed by about 40 points between scores.  In a follow-up study 
conducted by Starch and Elliott (1913) they found Geometry scores ranging from 28-95 




repeated their previous study because some thought writing was subjective by nature and 
therefore math would result in fewer differences between teachers.  
Standards-Based Grading 
There has been a recent reform movement for many schools moving away from 
traditional grading towards standards-based grading practices.  According to Benson 
(2008), “In standards-based schools, grades are replaced with, or augmented by, 
achievement reports that indicate levels of performance on essential benchmarks” (p. 
35).  Failure to complete work in a standards-based system does not result in a “zero” like 
the traditional grading, but rather the student is expected to complete missing work 
(Reeves, 2008; Wormeli, 2011) because assigning zeros in the grade book doesn’t 
accurately showcase what was learned (Guskey, 1994).  Teachers following standards-
based grading practices allow students to retake assessments or re-do assignments until 
they show they are proficient in the content knowledge (Marzano & Heflebower, 2011; 
O’Connor, 2009; Wormeli, 2011).  
When students work through the standards-based grading system, letter grades 
reflect the extent to which students have achieved the learning outcomes (Linn & Miller, 
2005; Marzano & Heflebower, 2011).  When this process is done with fidelity grades are 
assigned to reflect student’s content knowledge which allows teachers to compare the 
knowledge and skills obtained by the students (Randall & Engelhard, 2010). Teachers 
following the standards-based grading practices are focused on the students' mastery of 




content; however, factors such as participation, attitude, and effort are not included in the 
overall grade (Brookhart, 2004; Marzano & Heflebower, 2011). 
One reason schools are switching to standards-based grading is to address 
potential inequities created by grading practices. Data collected by the U.S Department of 
Education (1994) based on a national sample of 8th grades students found the “B” student 
in the schools with the highest poverty concentrations received about the same test scores 
as the students who received D’s or less in more affluent schools.  This study also found 
the “C” students in the poorest schools received similar test scores as students getting 
failing grades from the more advantaged schools.  In a similar study, conducted by Cross 
(1997) students from high and low poverty schools were given a standardized exam. He 
found “A” students from the poor schools scored at about the same range as C- or D+ 
level students from the schools with low poverty levels. Both of these studies show how 
grading is highly subjective and how schools with lower SES have grades that are more 
inflated when compared to schools of higher SES.  
Subjectivity in grading is difficult to overcome and allows teachers to use biased 
judgments with regards to grades. Feldman (2018) states, “When teachers include in 
grades a participation or effort category that is populated entirely by subjective judgments 
of student behavior, they invite bias into their grading, particularly when teachers come 
from the dominate culture their students don’t” (p. 54). Since standards-based grading 
does not include non-academic factors in the grading system the subjective grading 
practices found in traditional grading practices such as rewarding points for behavior or 




backgrounds will have equal opportunities for success with the elimination of potential 
bias favoring those of the dominant culture.  
Theoretical Foundation 
There are many sociological theories that may help to explain patterns of success 
among individuals.  The purpose of this particular theoretical foundation is to detail a 
social theory and its relevance to this research as it relates to potential inequalities within 
educational grading practices for individuals based on their race, gender, SES and those 
with disabilities. In the following sections, the researcher will define Cultural 
Reproduction Theory and research studies related to inequalities in education.   
Cultural Reproduction Theory  
Pierre Bourdieu (1974) was the first to establish the theory of Cultural 
Reproduction. Bourdieu researched many ideas in relation to how individuals in society 
are equipped differently and therefore have easier or harder paths to success (Bourdieu & 
Passeron, 1977). Cultural Capital is viewed as the symbolic make-up an individual 
acquires based on their social class (Jaeger, 2011). This symbolic makeup may include 
skills, knowledge, clothing individuals wear, mannerisms, and any other learned 
behaviors one acquires through their life experiences.  
Cultural capital can be broken down into two subgroups, social capital and 
economic capital (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977). Social capital is explained as the 
networks and connections one possesses within society (Jaeger, 2011). Everyone has 
different connections based on who they know and these networks help individuals 




neighborhoods, church and other social groups that provide an individual power.  Based 
on an individual’s social networks one learns social norms such as the way individuals 
talk, dress and act within society. These norms are symbolic to individuals and signify 
they are a part of these social groups.   
Economic capital is described as the resources one owns such as money or 
material goods.  Both economic and social capitals are used to help individuals achieve 
higher levels of success (Jaeger, 2011). These forms of capital are then transferred from 
parents to their children who in turn reproduce similar results of achievement for each 
generation to follow. Economic capital allows students to attend better schools and have 
access to extracurricular activities, the ability to travel and even buy educational 
resources such as books (De Graaf, De Graaf, & Kraaykamp, 2000). Cultural capital 
gives students an advantage due to their ability to more easily follow social norms which 
gives these individuals more resources to be successful. For example, Roscigno and 
Ainsworth-Darnell (1999) found African American students to have fewer educational 
resources at their homes compared to their white peers. As a result, the lack of resources 
at home results in parents less likely to be able to read to their children and therefore 
students do not possess adequate reading skills as they enter school.  When students were 
fortunate enough to have parents that can read they reap the benefits from these cultural 
experiences. Simply put the knowledge they gain from being read to as a child became 
useful in learning new material as they now had prior experiences to connect and deepen 




Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) spent a great amount of time researching cultural 
capital and how it contributes to an individual’s success within educational settings. 
Cultural Reproduction Theory suggests that those with more cultural capital are rewarded 
within school settings because their preferences, attitudes, and behaviors are more 
aligned to school settings (De Graaf et al., 2000). 
 Bourdieu (1974) states: 
The education system reproduces all the more perfectly the structure of the 
distribution of cultural capital among classes (and sections of a class) in that the 
culture which it transmits is closer to the dominant culture and the mode of 
inculcation to which it has recourse is less removed from the mode of inculcation 
practiced by the family. (p. 181) 
 
In other words, those with cultural capital have money and social networks which created 
the power to run school systems and create an educational curriculum. Bourdieu’s theory 
of Cultural Reproduction allows youngsters to achieve at higher rates of success when 
they come to school with values and norms more closely aligned with the school culture 
which has been created by those with higher levels of cultural capital.   
Cultural Capital and Grading Practices 
From an early age, students begin to see the benefits of having cultural capital 
particularly with regard to following social and behavioral expectations.  Parenting styles 
that closely align with those of the teachers help to create a smooth transition for students 
into schools.  Hatt (2012) found that kindergarten students associated smartness in school 
with following the rules and following teacher expectations. Parents with rules and 
expectations that align with the teachers were more likely to be perceived as “smart.” 




expectations (Hatt, 2012).  In this sense, social reproduction starts at a young age in 
helping students to start to perceive individuals as smart if they have higher levels of 
cultural capital through their knowledge of behavior and social norms.  
For several years studies have confirmed the connection between cultural capital 
and education success and therefore support Bourdieu’s Cultural Reproduction Theory 
(Anderson, 2012; De Graaf et al., 2000; DiMaggio, 1982; Farkas, Grobe, Sheehan & 
Shuan, 1990; Gaddis, 2013; Jæger, 2011; Roscigno & Ainsworth-Darnell, 1999).  Jaeger 
(2011) and De Graaf et al. (2000) both used empirical studies to summarize results and 
the impact cultural capital has on academic outcomes.  These studies all measured the 
connections between cultural capital and academic achievement. All the studies 
summarized show higher academic achievement for individuals with more cultural 
capital. While all studies compared cultural capital and academic outcomes, they differed 
in how they measured cultural capital. The studies ranged from measuring the economic 
wealth of the families, the student's cultural experiences such as traveling, going to 
concerts and/or museums, student access to educational resources and the parent's ability 
to read. Studies also differed in the measurements of academic achievements.  In this 
regard, researchers mostly turned to measure success by examining grade point averages, 
individual class grades, and standardized test score results from the Scholastic Aptitude 
Test (SAT) or Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS).  
DiMaggio (1982) was one of the first to study the effects of cultural capital and its 
educational impacts on student achievement.  His study measured academic achievement 




determine that cultural capital had a significant impact on grading outcomes for high 
school students.  For example, students with a father who possessed a college education 
consistently outperformed others whose parents did not attend a university in terms of 
grades. This suggests cultural capital, measured by a parent with a college education, 
creates higher probabilities of success for their families (DiMaggio, 1982). This supports 
the theory of Cultural Reproduction that those with power pass it down within their 
families from generation to generation.  
Further evidence of the power of cultural capital within the field of education was 
found as Wentzel (1989) researched the effects of social responsibility and effort on 
overall grade point averages (GPA). These findings suggest high achievers needed to pay 
attention to both social and intellectual requirements within the school setting. Students 
with similar SAT scores and academic outcomes (test scores) varied significantly in 
terms of their overall GPA’s which suggests students did not receive high marks for 
academic achievements alone.  As a result, Wentzel advocated for academic interventions 
to be paired with interventions to help with non-academic social competencies because 
teachers tend to reward students with socially desirable behaviors as grades are assigned. 
In other words, social interventions might be beneficial in helping to improve grades and 
overall GPA’s when teachers include non-academic skills in their grades.  
Jussim (1991) summarized Wentzel’s (1989) results by stating “Students who 
conform less to the normative standards of the classroom receive lower grades” (p.153). 
Jussim (1991) further argued Wentzel’s findings were due to teacher’s judgments within 




grading systems were purely focused on academic achievement one could hypothesize 
grades would be a better predictor of SAT scores. Jussim concluded by agreeing with 
Wentzel that “teachers may be altering grades based on students ’behavior rather than 
solely on the basis of their performance” (p.154).  
Wentzel (1989), concluded student’s grade point averages were not a good 
predictor of SAT scores. One could argue this may be due to the overemphasis on 
employability scores for participation and following classroom expectations rather than 
the overall grades focusing strictly on the knowledge of the content as the SAT would 
measure.  This emphasis on employability scores may impact those with differing 
backgrounds. Roscigno and Ainsworth-Darnell (1999) reported higher GPA’s were tied 
to higher social-economic status and lower GPA’s were tied to lower SES, however, it 
was not a high correlation.  These researchers hypothesized GPA and SES correlations 
were not as high perhaps due to grades being assigned by teachers that may include 
biased evaluations of students and tracking.  
Farkas et al. (1990) were interested in exploring possible grading bias and that 
teachers may be essential “Gatekeepers” for students within society by testing how 
teachers affect student academic outcomes as suggested by Roscigno and Ainsworth-
Darnell (1999). What impact do teachers have in the grading system? Farkas et al. (1990) 
conducted a study in an urban Wisconsin school district to measure such effects.  486 7th 
and 8th-grade students ’social studies course grades were compared to ITBS scores and 
other variables to see how teachers reward students.  Variables such as grades (Social 




behaviors, and appearance were taken into consideration during this study.  Farkas et al. 
found overall course grades were not statistically different based on basic skills, 
attendance or teacher's perceptions of work habits. This study suggested there was no 
evidence of bias on grading in these categories. There was some bias in how teachers 
graded, however, as grades were deflated for boys with disruptive behaviors whereas 
girls that were disruptive did not have similar grade deflation.  Farkas et al. (1990) 
concluded, “Any individual or group possessing strong basic skill performance as well as 
a reputation for good citizenship can achieve unusually high course grades” (p. 140). In 
summary, an individual’s good citizenship is important in achieving higher grade marks 
as judged by the teacher.  
Other key findings from this research showed low-income students have lower 
skills based on ITBS scores and lower course mastery than their peers of higher-income 
students. Furthermore, African American students were reported to have lower academic 
skills and were more disruptive compared to white peers (Farkas et al., 1990).   These 
findings support Bourdieu's (1974) theory that cultural capital affects academic outcomes 
and those lacking cultural capital are not rewarded in educational settings with which 
reproduces low cultural capital for future generations. Farkas et al., 1990 stated: 
Most striking is the powerful effect of student work habits upon course grades. 
This confirms the notion, as alleged by both functionalists and revisionist, teacher 
judgment of student non-cognitive characteristics are powerful determinants of 
course grades, even when student cognitive performance is controlled. (p. 140) 
 
This statement confirms that teacher’s perceptions of a student’s grading basic work 




play a role in assigning course grades. This provides further evidence that student’s final 
grades represent much more than just mastery of course content.  
Educational Inequalities 
 In our educational systems passing grades are used to reward and promote 
students on to the next grade level or to earn credits towards graduation. When teachers 
include non-academic components into the grading process they ultimately improve or 
lower the overall grade. Examples of non-academic components attached to grades 
include points for behavior and attendance points.  This portion of the literature review 
will focus on student inequalities in terms of these non-academic components. What are 
the subgroup tendencies in education relating to behavior and attendance? Results from 
this review will help to predict if including these non-academic grading components will 
inflate or deflate overall grading based on one's race, gender, SES and disability statuses. 
In other words, which subgroups are being rewarded and which are penalized through 
grading practices that include non-academic factors?    
Gender Inequalities 
Dating back to the 1950’s girls have tended to get better grades in all core subject 
areas K-12, even in subjects such as Math and Science that have traditionally been 
viewed as subjects boys have been stronger (Perkins, Kleiner, Roey, & Brown, 2004). 
This may be explained by teachers rewarding girls with more points for non-academic 
factors such as being less disruptive in class and perceived effort, which are both areas 
that teachers have consistently rated boys lower (Downey & Vogt Yuan, 2005). 




to complete homework as well (McDaniel, 2007).  While girls have been known to get 
better grades at all grade levels they have not outperformed males on SAT scores in 
which boys have higher scores by an average of 45 points each year dating back to 1972 
(College Board, 2018). 
Inequities in Student Discipline  
Students with good behavior that follows the social norm (high social capital) are 
rewarded on multiple levels.  For example, when students follow classroom expectations 
they are rewarded with high course mastery (test scores) and they are also given higher 
course grades as teachers reward students with more employability points for their 
positive behavior choices. On the other hand, students are punished twice for behavior 
that does not meet classroom expectations. When students misbehave they receive an 
initial consequence from the adult. If the behavior is severe enough the student may miss 
class time based on an office discipline referral (ODR) or even be suspended from 
school.  As a result, this student then suffers the results of lower course mastery (test 
scores) from missing class time and is punished even more with the final grades because 
teachers dock students within the employability portion of the grade for poor behavior 
and attendance. 
Lewis and Diamond (2015) found black students were more likely to be 
disciplined for insubordination disrespect, and excessive noise compared to their white 
peers. In addition to being reprimanded more black students were more likely to receive 
office referrals and suspensions compared to white peers that displayed similar negative 




Wallace, Goodkind, Wallace, and Bachman (2008) provide valuable insights. This group 
of researchers summarized and analyzed “Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences in 
School Discipline among U.S. High School Students Between 1991-2005.” The data used 
for their study came from a sample of students from 48 states collecting data on 8th, 10th, 
and 12th-grade students.  Data were pulled from the University of Michigan’s Monitoring 
the Future study which has been utilized in collecting data annually for all three age 
groups since 1991.   
Table 1 shows the collection of data for US 10th graders between 2001 and 2005.  
This data was summarized and analyzed by Wallace et al., (2008). Based on the data, it 
appears Asian Americans and White students were least likely to get office discipline 
referrals (ODR’s) or suspension and expulsions from school. On the contrary, Blacks, 
Hispanics, and American Indian subgroups were most likely to have these same 
discipline interventions. Overall, males were disciplined at a higher percentage than 
females in all subgroups.   There are several categories that show statistically significant 
numbers that are different from white peers as indicated in Table 1. For example, Black 
girls (42.6%) were almost four times more likely to get suspended compared to white 
females (11.6). Overall, Blacks, Hispanics, and American Indians were disciplined 
significantly more than their white peers and Asian Americans were disciplined 





Table 1. Percent of U.S 10th Graders Experiencing School Discipline by Race, Ethnicity, 
and Gender (2001-2005 data combined). 
 Office Discipline Referral  Suspension/Expulsion 
Category Boys  Girls  Boys Girls 
White 41.1  20.9  26.8 11.6 
Black 48.2*  33.8*  55.7* 42.6* 
Hispanic 46.5*  29.9*  39.1* 23.6* 
Asian American 28.8*  13.1*  19.0* 6.9* 
American Indian 54.8*  34.5*  43.2* 25.9* 
 35,896
  
 37,643  35,896 37,64
3 
*Value is significantly different from White youth (p < .01) 
 
Note. Data from Percent of U.S 10th graders experiencing school discipline by race, 
ethnicity, and gender (2001-2005 data combined) from Wallace et al., 2008. 
 
 
 In addition to the data from Wallace et al. (2008) the United States Department of 
Education press release from a Civil Rights Survey from Ed.gov (2018) seems to share 
similar findings on discipline disparities between subgroups. Data shows kindergarten 
through 12th-grade Black students are four times more likely to get suspended compared 
to white peers (U.S Department of Education, 2018).  Suspension data for students with 
disabilities also appears to be significantly different from their non-disabled peers.  
Students with disabilities are twice as likely to get suspended from school as a result of a 
discipline issue. 
 This suspension data is alarming due to the effects of student suspensions and 




outcomes, dropout rates, and graduation rates for students based on the number of days 
they were suspended due to discipline incidents during their 9th-grade year.  The study 
was conducted in the state of Florida and student’s suspension data were recorded for 
181,897 students during the 2000-2001 school year.  Figure 1 shows the negative effects 
of student suspension on academic outcomes.  
 
 
Figure 1. High School and Post-Secondary Outcomes by Number of 9th Grade 
Suspensions 
Note. Reprinted from Balfanz et al., (2014).  Sent Home and Put Off-track: The 
Antecedents, Disproportionalities, and Consequences of Being Suspended in the Ninth 
Grade. Journal of Applied Research on Children: Informing Policy for Children at Risk, 
5(2), Article 13,  p. 9 
 
 Figure 1 suggests that each time a student gets suspended their chances of 
graduating and attending post-secondary schooling declines. On the contrary, students 




If this study is representative of Wallace et al. (2008) and the Civil Rights Survey from 
Ed.gov (2018) this news is bitter.  Since Blacks and Hispanics and those with disabilities 
have the highest rates of suspensions this is troubling news for these individuals. Put 
bluntly, if the correlations within this study (Wallace et al., 2008) between suspensions, 
graduation rates, and post-secondary schooling hold true for other states as well this 
would explain lower graduation rates and postsecondary outcomes for individuals with 
disabilities and minority groups.  
Inequities in Student Attendance  
 Attendance is critical to a student’s success at school.  When students fail to 
attend classes they miss essential engagement in learning activities and ultimately have 
lower content mastery. Similar to students that struggle to follow discipline procedures 
students with poor attendance are also punished twice for their failure to make it to 
classes. Students with attendance issues will have lower academic content mastery and 
lower assessment scores and then on top of that their grade drops even more because they 
lose participation and attendance points as part of the employability grade when they fail 
to show up to class. 
  On the other hand, students that do attend reap the benefits of the double reward.  
For example, a student that attends school will reap the benefits of higher chances of 
content mastery and then on top of that teachers provide the employability points for 
attendance and/or participation that reward this student with an even higher overall grade.  




gender, disability) of students that might reap the benefits of the “double reward” and 
which students will have lower chances of overall grades based on their attendance. 
 To get a sense of which students reap benefits of the double reward, the US 
Department of Education Civil Rights Office provides strong data supporting this 
concept. Each year since 1968 the Office of Civil Rights has used a survey called the 
“Civil Rights Data Collection” (CRDC) for all states to complete in order to collect data 
that will shine a light on the educational trends across the country. The following and 
most current data sets came from the 2013-2014 school year and have at least 95% of all 
public schools across the nation. Overall, about 6 million or 14 percent of students within 
the nation miss 15 or more days of school which is defined as chronic absenteeism (Civil 
Rights Data Collection, 2018). This number grew as students got to high school as 
between 1 in every 5, or 20 percent of students missed three or more weeks of school. 
 Table 2 shows the racial differences for students missing school. There are clear 
differences between the subgroups. It appears Asian (7.1%) and White (12.7%) 
populations have the best attendance. There is almost a five percent difference between 
white (12.7%) and Black (17.3%) subgroups and that number grows even more for 
subgroups such as American Indian and Pacific Islander students.  As suggested earlier, 
Table 2 also shows how attendance at the high school level has a higher percentage of 





Table 2. Percent of Students with 15 or More Days Absent During the 13-14 School 
Year by Race 
Category All Students High School Students 





















Note.  Data for Percent of K-12 students with 15 or more days absent during the 13-14 
school year from the U.S. Department of Education Civil Rights Data Collection, 2018 
 
 
Table 3 outlines the attendance comparison for individuals with disabilities and 
those without. It is clear from these data students with disabilities miss school more 
frequently than peers without disabilities.  
 
Table 3. Percent of K-12 Students with 15 or More Days Absent During the 13-
14 School Year by Disability Status 
Category Frequency  




Note.  Data for Percent of K-12 students with 15 or more days absent during the 13-14 





 Finally, Table 4 shows the comparison of chronic attendance by gender.  From 
this table, it is suggested that there are no significant differences between males and 
females in terms of attendance. 
 
Table 4. Percent of K-12 Students with 15 or More Days Absent During the 13-14 School 
Year by Gender 
 
 
Note.  Data for Percent of K-12 students with 15 or more days absent during the 13-14 
school year from the U.S. Department of Education Civil Rights Data Collection, 2018 
 
 
Based on this review of subgroups inequalities in discipline and absenteeism the 
literature suggested Black students will have the largest deflation of their grades 
compared to the actual skill/knowledge of the content (test scores) when other factors 
such as class participation are included in the grades.  Black students had the most 
discipline occurrences and notably high absenteeism. In terms of gender, attendance is 
not a factor as both genders are similar in this category; however, boys have more 
discipline occurrences resulting in office referrals and suspensions. Boys grades will be 
deflated more if employability points are used because of these higher rates of discipline 
occurrences. These students will receive fewer employability points due to their failure to 







disabilities will also have a higher rate of grade deflation compared to their non-disabled 
peers. Students with disabilities are absent more and are twice as likely to get suspended 
for discipline occurrences and therefore will lose more employability points than their 
peers if this component is included in the teachers grading categories.   
Teacher Effects on Student Outcomes 
The goal of education is to help all individuals learn and be successful and 
educators want all students to have equal rights to success. Unfortunately, this is not the 
case as individuals all come from many backgrounds and it is clear as Bourdieu and 
Passeron (1977) suggest education tends to favor those in the dominant subculture.  There 
may be many reasons behind these lower grades and some factors may be beyond the 
student’s control such as the teacher he/she gets paired with. It is not surprising students 
achieved higher course mastery (test scores) when they were paired with a teacher with 
more teaching experience (Farkas et al., 1990). Non-white subgroups tend to get the 
inexperienced teachers and therefore lower performance outcomes as Black and Hispanic 
students had twice as many first-year teachers in schools with minorities compared to 
their white counterparts (Black, Giuliano, & Narayan, 2018). These differences in 
teachers continue to widen the inequity gaps found in education.  
Teachers naturally have biases based on their experiences and these biases are 
noticed when grading includes practices that allow for subjective judgments. Black 
students were found to be typically rated as “poorer classroom citizens” compared to 
white peers by white teachers (Downey & Pribesh, 2004).  One research analysis found 




(Roscigno & Ainsworth-Darnell, 1999). Each of these studies provides evidence of 
inequities based on race that hinders Black students when assigning traditional grades.  
Parent/Family Effects on Student Outcomes 
There is no doubt that parents and families play a critical role in teaming up with 
teachers in helping children achieve high academic outcomes. From an early age, 
children are molded and influenced by their families in learning to read, write, talk, 
follow social expectations, and any other learning experiences. Even, parents being able 
to read is connected to the student's overall educational achievement (De Graaf et al., 
2000).  Keith et al. (1998) focused on 10th-grade students and their grade point averages 
in comparison to parent involvement and there was a large positive correlation between 
these variables. Furthermore, they also found that parent involvement is equally 
important for both genders and all races. These results should come as no surprise as 
parents are indeed the student's first teachers and critical in helping individuals grow and 
develop. 
 Since parent involvement is critical to a child’s success which groups of students 
have the most family support?  There are significant differences between the various 
races in terms of single-parent families. In fact, 74.3 percent of all white children live in 
two-parent homes compared to only 38.7 percent of African Americans under the age of 
18 years (Prince, 2016). We can then infer that 61.3% of African American students are 
living in single-parent family homes. This stark difference between these racial groups 
helps to explain cultural reproduction and the need for extra educational support for 




Traditional grading practices may seem harmless on the surface; however deep 
down they tend to reinforce disparities based on resources. When teachers grade 
homework there is a significant advantage to those with resources to complete the given 
assignments and those with fewer resources are punished when homework points are 
included in the overall grade. For example, one-fifth of students reported they were 
unable to complete homework assignments due to a lack of internet at home (Project 
Tomorrow, 2017).   Furthermore, students are more likely to finish homework 
assignments when they have a quiet space with college-educated parents or access to 
tutors. Simply put when teachers include homework in the final grade they are denying 
points for students due to their lack of resources.  
Summary 
Researchers suggest many grading practices include subjective grading categories 
such as "Employability;" which gives students points based on teachers perceptions of 
effort, behavior, and participation that impact a student's grade both positively and 
negatively (DiMaggio, 1982; Jussim, 1991; Keith et al., 1998; Roscigno & Ainsworth-
Darnell, 1999).  Through this research project, the researcher will explore how these 
grading practices impact those of different races, genders, individuals with disabilities 
and differing SES. Are these grading practices inflating or deflating student's final grades 
or is the overall grade a direct reflection of the student's academic knowledge of the 
content from the subject matter?   
As a result of these literature review findings, one can hypothesize the potential 




the overall grades will not represent the student’s true skill and/or knowledge of the 
subject matter. Students with discipline and attendance issues will be docked 
employability points which will deflate their overall grades. These are the same students 
that would most likely have lower performance outcomes on assessments due to the lack 
of participation and engagement in-class activities. On the other hand, students that can 
follow teacher expectations and attend class regularly will reap the rewards of higher 
employability scores to help inflate the final grade.   
Throughout this literature review, there were many mentions of the need for 
studies such as this dissertation project being proposed. Roscigno and Ainsworth-Darnell 
(1999) suggested that more quantitative studies should explore possible racial-class bias 
of academic performance within the classroom. They were concerned with the idea that 
“race-based micropolitical processes occurring in the school and classroom maybe, as 
findings suggest, important in the evaluation and rewarding of background attributes” (p. 
171). DiMaggio (1982), also proposed a need for better grading policies to prove the 
advantages for more privileged subgroups. DiMaggio called for “objective measures of 
grades, standardized by the school” (p. 199). This would be an opportunity for schools to 
offer fair grading practices for all subgroups and not favor some students through grade 
inflation while deflating other students' grades based on attendance and discipline 
concerns.  
A number of studies have suggested racial bias in the classroom (Lewis & 
Diamond, 2015; LLeras, 2008).  These bias ’may have negative effects for Blacks when 




traditional grades often put them at a disadvantage with factors such as behavior, effort, 
and homework are included in the grades (Downey & Vogt Yuan, 2005; McDaniel, 2007; 
Perkins, et al., 2004; Wallace et al., 2008). Furthermore, the literature suggests that 
different grading practices may be a solution (Feldman, 2018). Grades should be based 
on achievement of learning goals (Bailey & McTighe, 1996; Brookhart, 2004; Guskey, 
1994) and primarily determined by summative assessments with behaviors reported 
separately from the final grades (O’Connor, 2009).  
As we seek to even the playing field, it is important for schools to look at their 
own grading practices and equity implications. Thus, the purpose of this study will help 
the academic community learn more about how subgroups are affected by traditional 
grading practices and how grade inflation or deflation impacts students based on race, 
gender, SES, and disability status. In a perfect world,  grading practices would be fair for 
all individuals to have equal chances at success. Through this study, it can be inferred 






Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this intrinsic case study (a specific group or department is the 
primary interest of the exploration) is to detail how overall student grades are impacted 
when teachers include homework and employability categories. In the following sections 
of Chapter 3, details of the methods and procedures used to conduct this research will be 
shared. First, the researcher will review the research questions that will be answered as a 
result of this study. Next, readers will learn more about the research design, site 
demographics, and participant information. Then, in the final section, the researcher will 
detail the data collection and analysis procedures to be used to answer the research 
questions. Overall, this study will give insight into grading current practices and if they 
provide equitable outcomes for students based on race, gender, socio-economic and 
disability status.   
Research Questions:  
The following research questions and sub-questions will be used to guide this 
study. 
1. How does including employability and homework scores within the traditional 
grading model inflate or deflate grades? 
a. Are there statistically significant differences (p<.05) between “Final 




b. What percent of student’s grades were inflated due to the use of 
homework and employability categories? 
c. What percent of students' grades were negatively deflated due to the 
use of homework and employability categories? 
d. Were there any students that failed the class based on the overall grade 
including homework and employability categories who would have 
passed the class if they were graded based only on their assessment 
scores?  
e. Were there any students that passed the class based on the overall 
grading including homework and employability categories who would 
have failed the class if they were graded based only on their 
assessment scores?  
2. Does including these traditional grading components produce equitable 
grading outcomes for students based on race, gender, SES, and disability 
status?  
a. Are students with IEPs/504 plans statistically significantly different 
(p<.05) from General Education peers in the grading categories of 
employability, homework, and assessments?  
b. Are students receiving free and reduced lunch statistically significantly 
different (p<.05) from peers in the employability, homework, and 




c. Are students based on gender statistically significantly different 
(p<.05) from each other in the employability, homework, and 
assessment categories of the grade? 
d. Are students of color statistically significantly different (p<.05) 
different from White students in the grading categories of 
employability, homework, and assessments? 
Research Design 
To conduct this study, all student semester grades for all math classes will be 
analyzed. During the 2015-2016 school year, as a way of forming consistency for 
grading, Diversity High School’s math teachers uniformly separated their traditional 
grade books into the following categories: “Assessments,” “Homework,” and 
“Employability.” This consistency in the grading setup allows the researcher to analyze 
all student grades (about 800) in the area of math. The grades will be charted by writing 
down each student’s final grade percentages, assessment percent, employability percent, 
and homework percent.  Each participant’s race, gender, SES and disability statuses will 
also be documented to allow for subgroup comparisons as seen in Figure 2. SES will be 
recorded using student’s free and reduced lunch eligibility which is based on family 
income and disability statuses will be documented based on if the individual has an IEP 





Figure 2. Example of Grades Charted 
 
 Each student’s value in the semester “Final %” column will be compared to the 
value of “Assessment %” (see Figure 2) column to see if and how much of the final grade 
is inflated or deflated or deflated through the inclusion of “Homework” and 
“Employability” categories. After charting these scores, the results will be graphed by 
percentage to answer the outlined questions below.  
Setting and Participants 
This study will be conducted at Diversity High School in the state of Iowa. 
Diversity High School serves about 900 students each year.  As a state, Iowa does not 
have much racial/ethnic diversity with only 22.5% of the K-12 student population being 
non-white (Iowa Department of Education, 2015); however, Diversity High is located in 
an urban area with more racial diversity. Figure 3 shows the diversity of students within 
the school. It is important to note the relatively low number of white students 
49.3%.  Thus, 50.7 percent of the students at Diversity High School are non-white, which 
is 28.2% above the state average. Of the students at Diversity High School, 31.2 percent 






Figure 3. 2015-2016 Diversity High School Student Demographics 
Diversity High School Tableau. This system is used within the district to collect data and 
make charts the represented by the data.   
 
Data Collection 
The following procedures were used in the data collection process. First, the 
researcher contacted gained IRB and district approval before contacting the District’s IT 
Director to gain access to the 2015 – 2016 school year records for Diversity High School 
on the district’s student information management system (ie. Infinite Campus and 
Tableau).  The 2015-2016 school year was unique because the math teachers set their 
grade books up similarly by including homework, employability, and assessment 




researcher to access math course grades to retrieve the needed data.  Then, once 
permission was granted, the researcher accessed the math classes and retrieved these nine 
variables for each student in those math classes:  
1) Final grade  
2) Final grade percentage earned 
3) Assessment percentage earned 
4) Homework percentage earned 
5) Employability skills percentage earned (e.g. arrive on time, attend class, 
participation, etc.)  
6) Race/ethnicity (e.g. African American, White, Hispanic/Latino, Asian, 
etc.) 
7) Gender 
8) Disability status (IEP or 504) 
9) SES (Free/reduced lunch eligibility)  
 
Although the researcher was able to see each student’s name in the systems, the 
researcher did not include names in the data collection.  Each student’s data was entered 
into a row with a generic participant number to ensure participations remain anonymous. 
Some students appeared in more than one math class, but their data was just entered as an 
additional participant.   
Data Analysis 
This research study addressed the following research questions: 
1. How does including employability and homework scores within a traditional 
grading model inflate or deflate grades? 
a. Are there statistically significant differences (p<.05) between “Final 
Grade” percents and “Assessment” percents?  
To answer this research question, the researcher compared the means of each 




paired t-test (2 tailed) to compare each group’s equality of means and see if there was a 
statistically significant result (p< .05). 
b. What percent of student’s grades were inflated due to the use of 
homework and employability categories? 
Question B was answered by tallying up the number of students with positive 
numbers in the “Inflation/Deflation” category and dividing by the number of participants. 
Then multiply by 100 to get a percent of students that had grades inflated.   
c. What percent of student’s grades were deflated due to the use of 
homework and employability categories? 
Question C was answered by tallying up the number of students with negative 
numbers in the “Inflation/Deflation” category, dividing by the number of participants, and 
then multiplying by 100 to get a percent of students that had grades deflated.   
d. Were there any students that failed the class based on the overall grade 
including homework and employability categories who would have passed 
the class if they were graded based only on their assessment scores?  
To answer question number four the researcher looked at the charted grades to 
identify any student’s final grades (less than 59.5 %). The researcher then counted the 
number of these students that had an assessment grade of passing (above 59.5 %).  
e. Were there any students that passed the class based on the overall grading 
including homework and employability categories who would have failed 




To answer question E the researcher looked at the charted grades to find any students 
with final grades above 59.5%. Using these students, the researcher then counted the 
number of students with assessment only scores below 59.5% which would be a failing 
grade.  
2. Does including such components produce equitable grading outcomes for students 
based on race, gender, socio-economic and disability status? 
a. Are students with IEPs/504 plans statistically significantly different (p<.05) 
from general education peers in the grading categories of employability, 
homework, and assessment?  
b. Are students receiving free and reduced lunch statistically significantly 
different (p<.05) from peers in the employability, homework, and assessment 
categories of the grade? 
c. Are students based on gender comparing boys and girls statistically 
significantly different (p<.05) from each other in the employability, 
homework, and assessment categories of the grade? 
d. Are students of color statistically significantly different (p<.05) from White 
students in the overall, employability, homework, and assessment grading 
categories? 
To answer these four questions, the researcher compared the means of each 
grading category (employability, homework, and assessment percentages).  The 
researcher then used a one-way multivariate analysis of variance, also known as a one –




between independent groups and dependent variables. The one-way MANOVA is an 
omnibus test statistic and cannot reveal which specific groups were significantly different 
from each other; rather it tells the researcher if at least two groups are statistically 
different. A one-way MONOVA was conducted to test the hypothesis that there will be 
one or more mean differences between grading categories (assessment, homework, 
employability, and inflation percentages) and racial subgroups.  
Summary 
The purpose of this intrinsic case study is to detail how overall student grades are 
impacted when teachers include homework and employability categories. The previous 
sections reviewed the research questions and detailed the methods and procedures 
planned to conduct this study. Site demographics and participant information were also 
shared to gain an understanding of how this research will be conducted. Overall, this 
study gives insight into grading current practices and if they provide equitable outcomes 





CHAPTER 4  
FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to detail how overall student grades are impacted 
when teachers include homework and employability categories. The following sections of 
Chapter 4 will detail the findings of this research. First, the researcher will review the 
research design and research questions that were answered as a result of this study. Next, 
readers will learn more about specific site demographics and participant information. 
Then, the researcher will detail findings based on the research questions. Finally, in the 
last section, the research will summarize the highlights of this study.  Overall, this study 
provides insight into current grading practices and whether or not they provide equitable 
outcomes for students based on race, gender, socio-economic and disability statuses.   
Research Design 
To conduct this study, student semester grades for all math classes from Diversity 
High School were analyzed.  During the 2015-2016 school year, as a way of forming 
consistency for grading, Diversity High School’s math teachers uniformly separated their 
traditional grade books into the following categories: “Assessments,” “Homework,” and 
“Employability.” This consistency in the grading setup allowed the researcher to analyze 
all 789 student grades in the area of math. 10 students were removed from the study as 
they were “non-attenders” and didn’t have recorded assessment scores to allow the 
researcher to compare assessment grades to overall grades. This left a total of 779 grades 




percentages, assessment percent, employability percent, and homework percent.  Each 
participant’s race, gender, SES, and disability statuses were also documented to allow for 
subgroup comparisons. 
Participants 
Table 5 shows the complete breakdown of the participants in the study. This table 
shows the number and percent of the total participants in the study broken down by SES, 
disability status, and gender. As seen in the table the total participants in the study were 
779.  558 participants were eligible for free and reduced lunches which equated to 71.6 
percent of the total participants. 106 participants had a disability documented through 
either IEP or 504 plans. These participants represented 13.6 percent of the participants in 
this study. Finally, the gender breakdown was split between 45.4 percent males and 54.6 
percent female participants.   
 
Table 5. Participants by SES, Disability Status and Gender 
SES Disability Gender 








558 71.6 No 673 86.4 Female 425 54.6 






Table 6 shows the breakdown of the participants in this study based on their identified 
race. These numbers directly mirror the total population by the race of Diversity High 
School. 51.7 percent of the students in this study were non-white making up 403 of the 
total 779 participants.   
 
Table 6. Participants by Race 
Race Frequency Percent 
White 376 48.3 
Black 251 32.2 
Hispanic 90 11.6 
Asian 12 1.5 
Other 50 6.4 
Total 779 100 
 
Data Collection Review 
The following procedures were used in the data collection process. After gaining 
IRB and district approval the researcher accessed the 2015 – 2016 school year records for 
Diversity High School on the district’s student information management system (ie. 
Infinite Campus) and record grades and demographic data based on these nine variables 
for each student in math classes:  
1) Final grade  
2) Final grade percentage earned 
3) Assessment percentage earned 
4) Homework percentage earned 
5) Employability skills percentage earned (e.g. arrive on time, attend class, 




6) Race/ethnicity (e.g. African American, White, Hispanic/Latino, Asian, 
etc.) 
7) Gender 
8) Disability status (IEP or 504) 
9) SES (Free/reduced lunch eligibility)  
This data was charted (See Appendix A) and used to answer the following research 
questions. 
Research Questions and Findings 
Inflation and Deflation of Grades 
1. How does including employability and homework scores within a traditional 
grading model inflate or deflate grades? 
a. Are there statistically significant differences (p<.05) between “Final 
Grade” percents and “Assessment” percents?  
To answer this research question, the researcher compared the means of each 
category (Final grade percent and Assessments percent).  The researcher then used a 
paired t-test (2 tailed) to compare each group’s equality of means and see if there was a 
statistically significant result (p< .05). 
As seen in Table 7 there were statistically significant differences when comparing the 
means between student’s assessment percent (M=67.35, SD=18.08) and their overall 
percent (M=68.84, SD=17.19) for their math class grades; t778=6.84, p<.001.  While these 
results were statistically significant it is important to note the mean difference between 
the assessment percent and overall percent were only 1.49 percent. In other words, the 
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 While the average inflation/deflation of the grade was relatively small (1.49%) it is 
important to note this was the average.  The students with deflated grades appear to 
almost balance out the students with inflated grades; however, it is important to note 336 
(43.2 percent) students in this study had their grade inflated or deflated by 5% or more 
which equates to moving up or down at least half a letter grade. For example, this might 
mean a student moves from 70% C- to 75% C or from a 90% A- to an 85% B.  
Furthermore, 97 (12.6%) students in this study had their grades inflated or deflated by 
10% or more which is the equivalent to moving a full letter grade. In this instance, a 
student might go from a 60% D- to a 70% C- or jump from an 80% B- to a 90% A-.  
The most extreme cases in this study had their grades deflated by 18.26% and inflated 
by 18.95% respectfully. The most extreme deflation of grades was Student 697 as seen in 
Figure 4. This student scored 78.8% on their assessments which would be a C+ grade; 
however, they received a final grade of D- (60.54%) due to the deflation of their grade 





Figure 4. Student 697 with the Most Deflated Grade 
 
b. What percent of student’s grades were inflated due to the use of 
homework and employability categories? 
Question B was answered by tallying up the number of students with positive 
numbers in the “Inflation/Deflation” category. Then the researcher divided by the number 
of participants and multiplied by 100 to get the percent of students that had grades 
inflated.  
Figure 5 shows a visual representation of the inflation and deflation of grades for all 
778 students in this study. Each line within this chart shows how much grades were 
inflated or deflated through the inclusion of employability and homework scores in the 
grade book. The longer the line for each student indicated a larger degree of inflation or 
deflation.  Looking at this chart for inflated grades one looks at all the lines that are above 
zero. As a result, 479 students (61.5%) had inflated grades. In other words, homework 
and employability points improved their overall grades when compared to their 
assessment grade. More students (61.5%) overall grades were positivity impacted when 
homework and employability points were included in the grade compared to if teachers 





Figure 5. Inflation/Deflation of Grade 
 
c. What percent of student’s grades were deflated due to the use of 
homework and employability categories? 
Question C was answered by tallying up the number of students with negative 
numbers in the “Inflation/Deflation” category, dividing by the number of participants, and 
then multiplying by 100 to get a percent of students that had grades deflated.   
Using Figure 5 to find the students with deflated grades the researcher looked at all 
the students below 0% on the chart. This indicated 299 students (38.4%) had deflated 
grades and only 1 student’s grade remained unchanged. Stated differently, 38.4 percent of 
the students had better assessment grades compared to their overall grades and were 
negatively impacted by having homework and employability scores included in their 




d. Were there any students that failed the class based on the overall grade 
including homework and employability categories who would have passed 
the class if they were graded based only on their assessment scores?  
To answer this question the researcher looked at the charted grades to identify any 
student’s final grades (less than 59.5%). The researcher then counted the number of these 
students that had an assessment percent of passing (above 59.5%).  
Figure 6 shows there were 10 students with passing (above 59.5%) assessment grades 
and a failing final grade (below 59.5%). On the most extreme end Student 712 scored 
70.8% on their assessments and failed the class with 56.08% due to lower employability 
and homework scores. These 10 students make up about 1% of the total students in the 
study; therefore, there were only a very small percentage of students that fell in this 
category.  However, it would be unfortunate to be one of these students who had passed 
the class based on assessment performance but end up failing the class based on 
homework completion and employability skill performance in the class.  
 
 




e. Were there any students that passed the class based on the overall grading 
including homework and employability categories who would have failed 
the class if they were graded based only on their assessment scores?  
To answer question E the researcher looked at the charted grades to find any students 
with final grades above 59.5%. Using these students, the researcher counted the number 
of students with assessment scores below 59.5% which would be a failing grade.  
Figure 7 shows there were 74 students with passing (above 59.5%) final grades, even 
though they had a failing assessment grade (below 59.5%). These 74 students make up 
about 10% of the total students in the study. This compares to only 10 students who 
failed the class but passed based on assessment scores. Therefore, many more students 
benefited from inflated grades by passing the class with the inclusion of homework and 
employability points even though the students had not mastered the material based on 
assessment results.  
 
 




On the most extreme end Student 128 scored 59.74% (D-) on the final grade 
despite a failing assessment average of 44.73%. This student’s grade was inflated 15.01% 
with the inclusion of homework and employability scores. Another example to point out 
is Student 204. This student received a final grade of a C (71.87%) despite a failing 
assessment grade (59%) which equates to 12.87% inflation. These are just a couple of 
examples of students who benefited from having employability and homework scores 
included in the teacher's grading system.  
Equity Impact on Grades 
2. Does including such components produce equitable grading outcomes for students 
based on race, gender, socio-economic, and disability status? 
To answer the following four sub-questions, the researcher compared the means of 
each grading category (employability, homework, and assessment scores).  The 
researcher used an independent t-test (2-tailed) to compare each group’s equality of 
means to see if there was a statistically significant result in each area. For example, when 
the means are compared for students with and without IEPs/504 plans in the area of 
assessment scores are there statistically significant differences (p<.05)? 
Impact of disability status.  a. Are students with IEPs/504 plans statistically 
significantly different (p<.05) from general education peers in the grading categories of 
employability, homework, and assessment?  
In regards to question “A,” Table 8 indicates there were statistically significant 
differences (p<.001) when comparing the means between students with and without 




tested and not satisfied via Levene’s F test, F(128) = 7.4, p=.007. Findings indicate mean 
differences between those with disabilities (M=59.29, SD=20.94) and those without 
disabilities (M=68.62, SD=17.26) in the area of assessment; t128=-4.4, p<.001.  The mean 
difference between the assessment scores for these two groups was 9.33 percent. In the 
area of homework, there were also significant differences in means between those with 
disabilities (M=52.66, SD=25.64) and those without disabilities (M=70.01, SD=24.63), 
t777=-6.7, p<.001.  In this case, the assumption of homogeneity of variances was tested 
and satisfied via Levene’s F test, F(777) = .12, p=.727.  There was a 17.35 percent 
difference in mean homework scores for these two groups with individuals with 
disabilities scoring significantly lower than their non-disabled peers.  
Finally, employability scores were also significantly different from those with 
disabilities (M=64.72, SD=31.63) compared to those without disabilities (M=85.52, 
SD=20.67), t120=-6.5, p<.001. Again, the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
tested and not satisfied via Levene’s F test, F(120) = 65.9, p<.001.  The difference in 
means for those with and without disabilities was a staggering 20.8 percent for this 
grading category which means individuals with disabilities are put at a disadvantage 





Table 8. Independent T-Test Results Comparing Students with and without Disabilities 




95% CI for 
Mean 
Difference 
   
 N=106  N=673     
Grading 
Category 
M SD  M SD  t df 
Sig. (2 
tailed) 
Overall % 58.42 20.28  70.48 16.06  -16.1, -8.0 -5.8 127 .000* 
Assessment % 59.29 20.94  68.62 17.26  -13.6, -5.1 -4.4 128 .000* 
Homework % 52.66 25.64  70.01 24.63  -22.4, -12.3 -6.7 777 .000* 
Employ. % 64.72 31.63  85.52 20.67  -27.1, -14.5 -6.5 120 .000* 
Inflate/Deflate -.87 6.0  1.86 6.0 
 




       
 
 
Impact of SES status.  b. Are students receiving free and reduced lunch 
statistically significantly different (p<.05) from peers in the employability, homework, 
and assessment categories of the grade? 
In comparing grading results based on students' SES, Table 9 indicates there were 
statistically significant differences (p<.001) when comparing the means between students 
with and without FRL in every grading category except overall grade inflation/deflation. 
Findings indicate mean differences between those with FRL (M=65.64, SD=19.06) and 
those without FRL (M=71.65, SD=14.49) in the area of assessment; t527=-4.8, p<.001.  
The mean difference between the assessment scores for these two groups was 6.01 




between those with FRL (M=65.31, SD=25.4) and those without FRL (M=73.55, 
SD=24.7), t777=-4.1, p<.001.  
 
Table 9. Independent T-Test Results Comparing Students Based on SES 
 No FRL   FRL  
95% CI for 
Mean 
Difference 
   
 N=221  N=558     
Grading 
Category 
M SD  M SD  t df 
Sig. (2 
tailed) 
Overall % 73.71 13.92  66.90 17.97  4.4, 9.2 5.6 517 .000* 
Assessment % 71.65 14.49  65.64 19.06  3.5, 8.5 4.8 527 .000* 
Homework % 73.55 24.7  65.31 25.4  4.3, 12.2 4.1 777 .000* 
Employ. % 89.32 17.88  80.07 25.0  6.1, 12.4 5.8 560 .000* 
Inflate/Deflate 2.06 5.65  1.26 6.23 
 




       
 
 
There was an 8.24 percent difference in mean homework scores for these two 
groups with individuals with FRL students scoring lower than their peers who did not 
receive FRL. Finally, employability scores were also significantly different from those 
receiving FRL (M=80.07, SD=25.0) compared to those who did not receive FRL 
(M=89.32, SD=17.88), t560=-5.8, p<.001. The difference in means for those with and 
without FRL was 9.35 percent for this grading category which means individuals 
receiving FRL are put at a disadvantage when employability categories are included in 




Impact ofgender.  c. Are students based on gender statistically significantly 
different (p<.05) from each other in the employability, homework, and assessment 
categories of the grade? 
 
 
Table 10. Independent T-Test Results Comparing Students Based on Gender 
 Boys  Girls  
95% CI for 
Mean 
Difference 
   
 N=354  N=425     
Grading 
Category 
M SD  M SD  t df 
Sig. (2 
tailed) 
Overall % 68.02 17.52  69.51 16.9  -3.9, .94 -1.2 777 .229 
Assessment % 68.0 18.4  66.9 17.81  -1.4, 3.7 .91 777 .363 
Homework % 62.62 25.35  71.9 24.8  -12.8, -5.7 -5.1 777 .000* 
Employ. % 80.21 26.5  84.77 20.6  -8.0, -1.2 -2.6 659 .008* 
Inflate/Deflate .03 6.24  2.7 5.67  -3.5, -1.8 -6.3 777 .000* 
*p<.01 
   
 
       
 
Grading results comparing students based on gender, answering question “C,” can 
be found in Table 10. There were statistically significant differences (p<.001) when 
comparing the means between boys and girls in the homework and employability grading 
category as well as overall grade inflation/deflation. Findings indicate no significant 
mean differences between boys (M=68.0, SD=18.4) and girls (M=66.9, SD=17.81) in the 




In the area of homework, there were significant differences in mean scores 
between boys (M=62.62, SD=25.35) and girls (M=71.9, SD=24.8), t777=-5.7, p<.001. 
There was a 9.28 percent difference in mean homework scores for these two groups with 
boys scoring lower than girls. Finally, employability scores were also significantly 
different for boys (M=80.21, SD=26.5) compared to girls (M=84.77, SD=20.6), t659=-2.6, 
p=.008. The difference in means for boys and girls was 4.56 percent for this grading 
category in favor of the girls meaning boys are put at a disadvantage when employability 
and homework categories are included in the overall grade. For example, these findings 
show boys had lower overall grades (68.02 %) compared to girls (69.51%) despite having 
higher assessment scores.  
a. Impact on race.  d. Are students of color statistically significantly different 
(p<.05) from White students in the employability, homework, and assessment 
grading categories? 
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance, also known as a one–way 
MANOVA was used to determine whether there were any statistically significant 
differences between independent groups and more than one dependent variable. The one-
way MANOVA is an omnibus test statistic and cannot reveal which specific groups were 
significantly different from each other; rather it tells the researcher that at least two 
groups were different. A one-way MONOVA was conducted to test the hypothesis that 
there would be one or more mean differences between grading categories (assessment, 




A statistically significant MANOVA effect was obtained between race subgroups 
when considering jointly the grading category variables, Pillais Trace = .07, F (16, 3096) 
=3.436, p<.001.  This indicated that at least two of the group’s means were significantly 
different from each other.  A series of one-way Analysis of Variances (ANOVA( were 
then conducted on each of the 5 dependent variables as a follow up to the MANOVA test 
with each ANOVA evaluated at an alpha level of .01. This compared the variances of 
means between each of the variables. As seen in Table 11 all ANOVAs for each of the 
dependent variables were significantly different.  
 
Table 11. Test Between Subjects Effects for Race  
  Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Assessment Percent 10681.71 4 2670.43 8.487 0.000* 
Homework Percent 14826.78 4 3706.70 5.863 0.000* 
Employability Percent 11438.20 4 2859.55 5.265 0.000* 
  * Significant at the .01 level. 
 
To find out which racial groups means were significantly different from each 
other a series of Tukey post-hoc tests were performed. The Tukey post-hoc analyses were 
performed to examine the individual mean difference comparisons across each grading 
category and all 5 racial subgroups (White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, and Other). The 
results (Appendix B) revealed statistically significant differences in means between racial 














Bound Upper Bound 
Assessment 
Percent 
White Black 8.14* 1.45 0.00 4.19 12.09 
Hispanic 5.83* 2.08 0.04 0.14 11.52 
Homework 
Percent 
White Black 6.90* 2.05 0.01 1.29 12.50 
Hispanic 11.67* 2.95 0.00 3.61 19.74 
Employability 
Percent 
White Black 7.99* 1.90 0.00 2.79 13.18 
Hispanic 7.46* 2.73 0.05 -0.01 14.94 
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
 
 
Table 12 results show statistically significant difference in means comparing 
White students to Black and Hispanic students in assessment, homework, and 
employability grading categories at the p<.05 level.  These results show there are 
significant mean differences in percentages when comparing these subgroups indicating 
that there is an equity difference in regards to grades for these white and non-white sub 
groups.  
In terms of race, as seen in Table 13, all groups had inflated grades homework 
and employability points included in the grade. The Asian population had the most 
overall inflation with 4.6 percent while the Hispanic population’s grade was only inflated 




low mean score of 62.68 for Black students. The average assessment score across all 
groups was 67.35.   
 
 
Table 13. Results Comparing Students Based on Race   
 White  Black  Hispanic  Asian  Other  Total 
 N=376  N=251  N=90  N=12  N=50  N=779 
Grading 
Category 
Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean 
 Mean  Mean 
Overall % 72.41  64.4  65.25  70.77  70.18  68.84 
Assessment % 70.82  62.68  64.99  66.18  69.16  67.35 
Homework % 71.36  64.46  59.68  78.42  67.62  67.65 
Employ. % 86.25  78.26  78.78  87.61  84.05  82.70 
Inflate/Deflate 1.59  1.72  .26  4.60  1.02  1.49 
 
There were large differences in mean scores in the area of homework. Asian 
students had the highest mean scores of 78.42 percent while Hispanic and Black students 
scored the lowest scoring 59.68 and 64.46 percent. For Hispanic students, this is an 18.74 
percent difference in homework scores compared to Asian students and an 11.68 percent 
difference in scores when compared to White students.  
In the area of employment scores, students scored more similar as there was a 
smaller range of scores. Scores ranged from 78.26 percent for Black students to 87.61 for 
Asian students. This was a difference of 9.35 percent between these two groups. Similar 
to homework scores Black and Hispanic students scored the lowest in this category while 





Overall, the findings from this study show differences in grades when homework 
and employability scores are included in the overall grade compared to if teachers only 
included assessment scores. In the following chapter, the researcher will summarize and 
analyze the results as they relate to the research questions in this study. Chapter five will 
discuss an overview of this research; summarize and interpret the findings, draw 






SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to detail how overall student grades are impacted 
when teachers include homework and employability categories. The following sections of 
Chapter 5 will summarize key findings, discuss the outcomes, and draw conclusions from 
this research. First, the researcher will highlight the findings of this study including the 
overall results for grading inflation and deflation as well as key findings based on equity 
and the impacts on individuals with disabilities, SES, gender, and race. Next, the readers 
will also learn about the researcher’s analysis of the findings. Finally, in the last section, 
the researcher will draw conclusions and future implications of this study.  Overall, this 
study provides insight into current grading practices and if these practices provide 
equitable outcomes for students based on race, gender, socio-economic and disability 
statuses.   
Summary of Findings 
 Overall, the findings from this study show differences in grades when homework 
and employability scores are included in the overall grade compared to if teachers only 
included assessment scores. In the following section, the researcher will summarize the 
results as they relate to the research questions in this study.  
Research Question #1: Grading Inflation/Deflation 
How does including employability and homework scores within the 




The average inflation of student’s final grades by including homework and 
employability points was 1.49 percent. In other words, the mean difference between the 
assessment percent and overall percent was 1.49 percent. 479 students (61.5%) had 
inflated grades when homework and employability points were included in the grade. 299 
students (38.4%) had deflated grades and only 1 student’s grade remained unchanged. 
Simply put, 38.4 percent of the students had better assessment grades compared to their 
overall grades and were negatively impacted by having homework and employability 
scores included in their overall grades.  
The most extreme cases in this study had their grades deflated by 18.26% and inflated 
by 18.95% respectfully. 336 (43.2 percent) students in this study had their grade inflated 
or deflated by 5% or more which equates to moving up or down at least half a letter 
grade. Furthermore, 97 (12.6%) students in this study had their grades inflated or deflated 
by 10% or more which is equivalent to moving a full letter grade.  
 In terms of grades, Figure 8 shows a visual representation for student’s grades with 





Figure 8. Grading Comparison. 
Note. This figure shows a grading comparison for student's grades with Assessments only 
and the overall grade when homework and employability points were included. 
 
As mentioned earlier 61.5 percent of the overall grades were inflated when 
employability and homework were included.  As a result, most of the grades in Figure 8 
show improvement when comparing assessment grades and final grades. This is most 
significant for the students that would have received “F” grades if using assessment only 
grades. With the current grading system including employability and homework scores, 
as seen in Figure 8, 147 students failed the course compared to the 213 students that 
would have failed the class if the class only used assessment scores.  Stated differently, 
66 students' grades were inflated up to the passing mark with the inclusion of homework 
and employability points even though they did not demonstrate overall proficiency in 





Research Question #2: Equity Impact on Grades 
Does including these traditional grading components produce equitable 
grading outcomes for students based on race, gender, SES, and disability status?  
 Table 14 provides a summary of much of the equity data conducted in this study 
and provides a visual of the impact based on many subgroups. The highlights from this 
table are summarized in the following sections.  
 






FRL  No FRL 
 
 Boys  Girls 
 N=376  N=251  N=90  N=12  N=50  N=779 
Grading 
Category 
Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean  Mean 
Overall % 58.42  70.48  66.90  73.71  68.02  69.51 
Assessment % 59.29  68.62  65.64  71.65  68.0  66.9 
Homework % 52.66  70.01  65.31  73.55  62.62  71.9 
Employ. % 64.72  85.52  80.07  89.32  80.21  84.77 
Inflate/Deflate -.87  1.86  1.26  2.06  .03  2.7 
 
 
Disabilities.  There was a 17.35 percent difference in mean homework scores for 
students with and without disabilities with individuals with disabilities scoring 
significantly lower than their non-disabled peers. Employability scores were also 
significantly different from those with disabilities (M=64.72) compared to those without 
disabilities (M=85.52). The difference in means for those with and without disabilities 




disabilities are put at a disadvantage when employability categories are included in the 
overall grade. 
Socio-Economic Status (SES).  There was an 8.24 percent difference in mean 
homework scores for students receiving Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL). FRL students 
scored lower than their peers who did not receive FRL. Employability scores were also 
significantly different from those receiving FRL (M=80.07) compared to those who did 
not receive FRL (M=89.32). The difference in means for those with and without FRL was 
9.35 percent for this grading category which means individuals receiving FRL are put at a 
disadvantage when employability categories are included in the overall grade.  
Gender.  There was a 9.28 percent difference in mean homework scores when 
comparing gender with boys scoring lower than girls. Employability scores were also 
significantly different for boys (M=80.21, SD=26.5) compared to girls (M=84.77). The 
difference in means for boys and girls was 4.56 percent for this grading category in favor 
of the girls meaning boys are put at a disadvantage when employability and homework 
categories are included in the overall grade.  
Race. In terms of race, all groups had inflated grades with homework and 
employability points included in the grade. The Asian students had the most overall 
inflation with 4.6 percent while the Hispanic population’s grade was only inflated by .26 
percent. There were the largest differences in mean scores in the area of homework. 
Asian students had the highest mean scores of 78.42 percent while Hispanic and Black 




was an 18.74 percent difference in homework scores compared to Asian students and an 
11.68 percent difference in scores when compared to White students.  
In the area of employment scores, students scored more similar as there was a 
smaller range of scores. Scores ranged from 78.26 percent for Black students to 87.61 for 
Asian students. Similar to homework scores Black and Hispanic students scored the 
lowest in this category while White and Asian students scored the highest. This puts the 
Black and Hispanic students at a disadvantage when homework and employability points 
are included in the overall grade. 
Discussion 
In the following sections, the researcher will analyze the findings of this study as 
they relate to the research questions. 
Research Question #1: Grading Inflation/Deflation 
How does including employability and homework scores within the 
traditional grading model inflate or deflate grades?  
Researchers suggest many grading practices include subjective grading categories 
such as "Employability;" which gives students points based on teachers perceptions of 
effort, behavior, and participation that impact a student's grade both positively and 
negatively (DiMaggio, 1982; Jussim, 1991; Keith et al., 1998; Roscigno & Ainsworth-
Darnell, 1999).  The average inflation of grades by including homework and 
employability points in this study was 1.49 percent. 479 students (61.5%) had inflated 
grades when homework and employability points were included in the grade. 299 




The teachers within this study weighted their grades so 70 percent of the overall 
grade was based on assessments and 30 percent of the grade was based on employability 
and homework. This means that the maximum amount of inflation or deflation of the 
overall grade based on employability and homework points would be 30 percent. 
Weighting grades is one strategy teachers use within the traditional grading model to help 
limit this impact and help keep a focus on the learning outcomes based on assessment 
measures. Even with these measures in place, there was a significant impact on grades 
with 43.2 percent of the grades inflated or deflated by at least half a letter grade with 12.6 
percent inaccurate by a full letter grade assuming stakeholders want to know the extent in 
which students have mastered course content.   
One might ask, why do teachers continue to keep employability and homework 
points in the grade if it inflates and deflates the grade, therefore, making the final grade 
an unfair representation of the student’s understanding of the content.  First, teachers may 
feel the pressures of passing students to raise graduation rates. This is especially true in 
diverse urban areas working hard to keep up with graduation rates seen in other less 
diverse communities (Anagnostopoulos, 2003). As a result, teachers may keep 
employability points and homework as part of the grade to help push students that 
normally would have failed the class up to the passing mark.  
For example, in this study the majority of the grades (61.5 percent) were inflated 
and 66 students (8 percent) passed the class when they did not achieve a passing level of 
understanding of the course content based on assessment scores.  This may be possible 




administration. These pressures may be impacting teachers grading choices and as a 
result they use non-academic factors such as homework and employability categories to 
help inflate the grades to create a better image for the district and community.  
  Another reason teachers keep employability and homework points in the 
gradebook is to prepare students for future employment (Merchant, Klinger, & Love, 
(2018). The ongoing question educators ask is, “What is the purpose of education?” Are 
teachers not only responsible for teaching content but also preparing students for future 
employment? Those in favor of Career and Technical Education (CTE) would argue both 
are equally important and therefore teachers are responsible for teaching employment 
skills in conjunction to academic material (Lichty & Retallick, 2017). Currently, one 
might argue teachers in this study are trying to hold students accountable for student 
participation in class, attendance, and social behaviors by including these factors in their 
overall grade.   
Teachers may claim they are helping students learn the importance of these skills 
and how they will impact their future employmentnt; however, is that how students learn 
these skills? Some students come to school without these skills so what is the role of 
teachers to help students fill these gaps and should this be a priority? If this is a priority, 
skills must be taught as part of the content to assure no students are disadvantaged on 
their final grades for skills they weren’t taught. Cultural Reproduction Theory suggests 
that those with more cultural capital are rewarded within school settings because their 
preferences, attitudes, and behaviors are more aligned to school settings (De Graaf et al., 




that come from homes with the cultural capital based on social norms when these skills 
are included in the overall grade. 
Another reason teachers might keep homework points in the grade book could be 
holding students accountable for doing the practice needed to master the content (Cooper, 
1994). Teachers may argue that there is a strong relationship between homework and 
assessment scores, however, in this study; the researcher found the correlation between 
homework and assessment scores to be a moderate positive correlation of .479 (as seen in 
Appendix C). This evidence does not support that doing homework will result in high 
assessment performance. Therefore, teachers may want to evaluate the homework to 
make sure it is strongly aligned with assessment skills in which teachers want to students 
to master or students may be doing homework incorrectly and need more feedback and 
practice to improve their skills prior to the assessment.  
Teachers are emphasizing the importance for students to practice skills to master 
them through the assigning of homework, but what if students do not have a home 
environment or support that is conducive to completing homework? It might be possible 
these students do not understand the concepts well enough to do the homework without 
support. If employability points are part of the grade educators must then do what they 
can to fill these skill gaps. Teachers must then find ways to teach these employment skills 
similarly to teaching math skills so students needing employability learning can get it and 
in the end lacking these skills does not end up impacting their grade (Wentzel, 1989).  
One suggestion for teachers would be to report employability and homework 




For example, students get report cards based on standards with a simple scale: Met 
Standard, Approaching Standard, and Standard Not Met.  Then in a separate section of 
the report card is where the student’s employability or 21st-century skills are reported. In 
the end, Employability skills are important and practicing skills such as homework is as 
well as their high correlations of these skills and assessment scores; however, if these 
factors were reported in a separate category weighted as zero not factoring into the 
overall grade this would allow for a better representation of the students knowledge and 
skills concerning the content the student is learning.  
Some may argue that including employability and homework scores helps 
students that just don’t do well on tests. Since they’re not a good test taker their final 
grades will be lower if grades are only based on assessment scores.  What if the student 
was given multiple opportunities to take the test until they met mastery of the content? 
Several authors suggest students should be given multiple chances to show their mastery 
of the content even it means retaking assessments (Marzano & Heflebower, 2011; 
O’Connor, 2009; Wormeli, 2011).  Everyone learns to walk at different rates and we fall 
down frequently before we master this skill. It is part of the learning process. Does 
society expect everyone to learn to walk in the same time frame or even at the same rate? 
Imagine losing points every time you fall down. Would this be fair and is this the type of 
high pressure testing we want in schools?  
Schools working within the traditional school structures are teaching content units 
and then expecting all students to take a test at the end of the unit to show their learning 




assessments if they knew this wasn’t their one and only chance, but rather know they may 
miss some problems but that gives them an opportunity for feedback and is part of the 
learning process? In other words, they may fall down this time but they will be given 
another chance and eventually, they will learn to walk.  
Envision a grading system where the overall grade had zero inflation or deflation 
for every student. The overall grade on the report card shows the student’s demonstrated 
skill and knowledge of the content based on assessments. Standards-based grading 
appears to do just this. It reports homework and employability grades separate from the 
overall grade allowing the overall grade to not be inflated or deflated (O’Connor, 2009). 
In this method of grading, a student with “A” level skills based on the content gets an 
overall letter grade of an “A.” This seems to be a more accurate system in terms of 
communicating how well a student understands the content. If one were a parent, teacher, 
student, or colleges looking at class grades they would know the level of mastery within 
that subject. Furthermore, if they looked at the details of the grade they would be a 
glimpse at the standards the student met and which ones they were approaching and 
finally the standards that were not met. This allows everyone to see the true learning and 
pinpoint skills that a student can continue to work on.  
Research Question #2: Equity Impact on Grades 
Does including these traditional grading components produce equitable 




Disabilities.  There was a 17.35 percent difference in mean homework scores for 
students with and without disabilities with individuals with disabilities scoring 
significantly lower than their non-disabled peers. In the area of Employability there was 
an even bigger gap between those with and without disabilities at a staggering 20.8 
percent for this grading category which means individuals with disabilities are put at a 
disadvantage when employability categories are included in the overall grade. 
 How do educators, parents, and society as a whole work to close these gaps? 
Table 3 from the literature review showed a 6% difference in attendance from students 
with and without disabilities. While this might be one factor contributing to these gaps 
there are most likely other deeper factors playing into this situation that might even affect 
why these students are not coming to school. It is the role of educators to dive deep into 
the reasoning behind these gaps to help support students with disabilities so they feel 
confident coming to school and know they will be supported.    
 In terms of homework, teachers must evaluate what they are assigning as 
homework and know students are leaving the classroom with a strong understanding of 
the concepts (Cooper, 1994). If students do not know how to do the work, are frustrated, 
or just confused they will be less likely to do this work. It might also be that students with 
disabilities need support in organizing their homework or keeping track of what needs to 
be done. These are skills educators and parents can teach students to support these 
students to make sure homework gets completed and they put in the time practicing skills 




 As educators it will also be important to help students learn necessary 
employability skills. Students with disabilities are twice as likely to get suspended from 
school as a result of a discipline issue (Civil Rights Data Collection, 2018).  Since this is 
the case it was not expected but still alarming to see such a gap in the employability 
points between disabled and non-disabled peers in this study. If individuals with 
disabilities truly lack in these employability skills they need interventions in place that 
help support these students in learning these skills rather than just being suspended for 
misbehaviors. Sending students home for these misbehaviors only ends up in students 
missing classes which make it even harder to catch up and learn the skills and concepts 
being covered in class.  
Socio-Economic Status (SES).  There was an 8.24 percent difference in mean 
homework scores for students receiving Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL). FRL students 
scored lower than their peers who did not receive FRL. Employability scores were also 
significantly lower for students receiving FRL with a 9.35 percent difference meaning 
individuals receiving FRL are put at a disadvantage when employability categories are 
included in the overall grade.  
Those with cultural capital have money and social networks that help them 
succeed academically.  Bourdieu’s (1974) theory of Cultural Reproduction states 
youngsters achieve at higher rates of success when they come to school with values and 
norms more closely aligned with the school culture which has been created by those with 
higher levels of cultural capital.  For example, when teachers grade homework there is a 




those with fewer resources are punished when homework points are included in the 
overall grade. Another example of advantages for those with higher SES is the fact that 
one-fifth of students report they are unable to complete homework assignments due to a 
lack of internet at home (Project Tomorrow, 2017).  Students of higher SES are more 
likely to have these simple resources such as internet to get homework completed. 
Additionally, students are more likely to finish homework assignments when they have a 
quiet space with college-educated parents or access to tutors. Simply put when teachers 
include homework in the final grade they are denying points for students due to their lack 
of resources. 
Gender.  There was a 9.28 percent difference in mean homework scores when 
comparing gender with boys scoring lower than girls. Employability scores were also 
4.56 percent lower for boys with a difference of for this grading category. This means 
boys are put at a disadvantage when employability and homework categories are included 
in the overall grade.  
Males are at a disadvantage when factors such as behavior, effort, and homework 
are included in the grades (Downey & Vogt Yuan, 2005; McDaniel, 2007; Perkins, et al., 
2004; Wallace et al., 2008).  This may be explained by teachers rewarding girls with 
more points for non-academic factors such as being less disruptive in class and perceived 
effort, which are both areas that teachers have consistently rated boys lower (Downey & 
Vogt Yuan, 2005). This study found similar findings to these other researchers males 
shown to have a disadvantage when homework and employability points were included in 




homework completion out of the final grade so the grade reflects the knowledge and 
understanding of the course content.   
Race. In terms of race, all groups had inflated grades with homework and 
employability points included in the grade and there were significant differences between 
subgroups. The Asian students had the most overall inflation with 4.6 percent while the 
Hispanic population’s grade was only inflated by .26 percent. Hispanic students scored 
18.74 percent lower than Asian students in the area of homework and 11.68 percent lower 
when compared to White students. Furthermore, employability scores ranged from 78.26 
percent for Black students to 87.61 for Asian students. Similar to homework scores Black 
and Hispanic students scored the lowest in this category while White and Asian students 
scored the highest. This puts the Black and Hispanic students at a disadvantage when 
homework and employability points are included in the overall grade. 
Why are there such large differences in subgroups in homework and 
employability categories? Do cultural backgrounds, attitudes, and beliefs these students 
have based on their family history play a factor?  For example, do Asians have stronger 
values on education and therefore make homework a priority whereas Hispanics may 
not? Or maybe it was nothing to do with values but rather these differences might be 
contributed to family or work structures that make it easier to do homework in Asian and 
White homes compared to Hispanic and Black families. For example, if the family has 
many kids and the parents are working 2nd or 3rd shift jobs with the students taking care 
of younger siblings this would create a structure that would make it more difficult for 




In the area of employability there may be similar reasons for differences in the 
score. Cultural Reproduction Theory suggests that those with more cultural capital are 
rewarded within school settings because their preferences, attitudes, and behaviors are 
more aligned to school settings (De Graaf et al., 2000). In other words, having cultural 
backgrounds that are more closely aligned to teachers or administrators within the 
educational setting gives students an advantage due to their ability to more easily follow 
social norms which gives individuals more resources to be successful.  In the case of this 
study it appears it is easier for Asian and White students are more closely aligned with 
the social expectations found in the employability category of the grade such as 
attendance, participation, and behavior.   
While some of the differences in subgroups for the employability grading 
category might be based on cultural capital other differences others might also be based 
on the subjectivity of the employability grading category.  Subjectivity in grading is 
difficult to overcome and allows teachers to use biased judgments with regards to grades. 
Feldman (2018) states, “When teachers include in grades a participation or effort 
category that is populated entirely by subjective judgments of student behavior, they 
invite bias into their grading, particularly when teachers come from the dominate culture 
their students don’t” (p. 54).   
Teachers naturally have biases based on their experiences and these biases are 
noticed when grading includes practices that allow for subjective judgments. For 
example, black students were found to be typically rated as “poorer classroom citizens” 




judgments may result in inequities based on race that hinder students when assigning 
traditional grades that include non-academic factors such as employability skills.  
Conclusions 
Limitations of this Study 
Limitations of this study included the subjectivity of the grading practices 
teachers may use. For example, each teacher used their discretion of how they award 
points based on Homework, Employability skills, and Assessments. While this study 
allows for hypotheses to be made on how students might fare using a standards-based 
grading system that focuses on summative content knowledge, it is not that simple. There 
are many pieces to the standards-based grading system beyond removing grades for 
effort, homework, attendance, and behavior. For example, there are other unknown 
standards-based grading components such as allowing students to reassess therefore 
making comparisons between traditional and standards-based grading challenging.   
The findings from this study may not be generalizable to other schools or even 
departments (ie. Science, Social Studies, English, etc.) beyond Diversity High School, in 
which the data were collected.  However, Diversity High School’s math department will 
be able to use this data to examine their current grading practices. Through this 
examination teachers will notice how their current grading structures inflate and deflate 
grades as well as if they provide equitable outcomes for students. In the end, this study 






Diversity High School may choose to repeat this study within other departments 
to reflect on grading and equity. It would be helpful to also repeat this study in a variety 
of other schools and levels to see if the data creates a similar result. For example, the data 
sample from this study did not include students from rural settings as it only includes 
students attending one urban high school; therefore, more similar studies will make it 
easier to generalize the results and see common trends.  
This study focused on quantitative measures to find inflation and deflation of 
grading as well as the impact on equitable outcomes for subgroups. Future studies could 
follow up with qualitative studies around standards-based grading for schools that 
switched from traditional grading practices. These studies would highlight how teachers, 
students, and parents feel about each grading method.  
Finally, this study exposed differences in subgroups based on employability, 
homework, and assessment scores. For example, the difference in means for those with 
and without disabilities in the area of employability was a staggering 20.8 percent and in 
the area of homework the gap between Asian and Hispanic was a difference of 18.74 
percent.  Future studies could focus on these gaps found for each subgroup to find out 
more why do students either struggle or thrive from these subgroups. Or these studies 
may indicate that teacher’s unconscious bias has an effect creating gaps for subgroups in 






Non-academic factors included in student’s grades can have strong impacts on the 
overall letter grade. For example, when non-academic factors (behavior, participation, 
attendance, homework completion) counts for as much as 30 percent of the final grade 
and students are given maximum points for these factors this may increase grades from a 
B to an A. On the other hand, students not earning points for these factors may drop full 
letter grades or more.  
By taking out these non-academic factors from the grade the grades are more 
accurate with deflation and inflation of grades being eliminated. The grades being 
communicated to the student, parent, prospective colleges and others are then more 
accurate and meaningful. Furthermore, when the grades remove these non-academic 
factors they also become more equitable for individuals based on their race, gender, SES, 
and disability statuses.  Students with less cultural capital will no longer be disadvantaged 
based on a grading system working against them. Taking these factors out simply creates 
a fair grading system and overall makes a more equitable educational system.  
In conclusion, grades should be fair, equitable, and useful to students, parents, and 
teachers as they are important in communicating student learning. To do so, grades 
should be based on achievement of learning goals (Bailey & McTighe, 1996; Brookhart, 
2004; Guskey, 1994) and primarily determined by summative assessments with behaviors 
reported separately from the final grades (O’Connor, 2009).  As we seek to even the 
playing field, schools need to look at their grading practices and equity implications. 




about how subgroups are affected by traditional grading practices and how grade inflation 
or deflation impacts students based on race, gender, SES, and disability status. In a 
perfect world grading practices would be fair for all individuals to have equal chances at 
success regardless of their backgrounds or resources. Through this study and future, 
similar studies research can help shed new light on this issue and help to create an 
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AssessmentPercent White Black 8.1392* 1.44582 0.000 4.1860 12.0924 
Hispanic 5.8335* 2.08155 0.041 0.1421 11.5250 
Asian 4.6478 5.20165 0.899 -9.5747 18.8702 
Other 1.6660 2.67015 0.971 -5.6348 8.9667 
Black White -8.1392* 1.44582 0.000 -12.0924 -4.1860 
Hispanic -2.3057 2.17936 0.828 -8.2645 3.6532 
Asian -3.4915 5.24156 0.964 -17.8230 10.8401 
Other -6.4733 2.74708 0.129 -13.9844 1.0379 
Hispanic White -5.8335* 2.08155 0.041 -11.5250 -0.1421 
Black 2.3057 2.17936 0.828 -3.6532 8.2645 
Asian -1.1858 5.45128 1.000 -16.0908 13.7192 
Other -4.1676 3.12873 0.671 -12.7222 4.3870 
Asian White -4.6478 5.20165 0.899 -18.8702 9.5747 
Black 3.4915 5.24156 0.964 -10.8401 17.8230 
Hispanic 1.1858 5.45128 1.000 -13.7192 16.0908 
Other -2.9818 5.70204 0.985 -18.5724 12.6088 
Other White -1.6660 2.67015 0.971 -8.9667 5.6348 
Black 6.4733 2.74708 0.129 -1.0379 13.9844 
Hispanic 4.1676 3.12873 0.671 -4.3870 12.7222 
Asian 2.9818 5.70204 0.985 -12.6088 18.5724 
HomeworkPercent White Black 6.8966* 2.04952 0.007 1.2928 12.5004 
Hispanic 11.6745* 2.95071 0.001 3.6066 19.7424 
Asian -7.0670 7.37360 0.874 -27.2281 13.0940 




Black White -6.8966* 2.04952 0.007 -12.5004 -1.2928 
Hispanic 4.7779 3.08935 0.532 -3.6690 13.2249 
Asian -13.9636 7.43017 0.329 -34.2793 6.3521 
Other -3.1585 3.89412 0.927 -13.8059 7.4889 
Hispanic White -11.6745* 2.95071 0.001 -19.7424 -3.6066 
Black -4.7779 3.08935 0.532 -13.2249 3.6690 
Asian -18.7416 7.72745 0.110 -39.8701 2.3870 
Other -7.9364 4.43513 0.380 -20.0630 4.1902 
Asian White 7.0670 7.37360 0.874 -13.0940 27.2281 
Black 13.9636 7.43017 0.329 -6.3521 34.2793 
Hispanic 18.7416 7.72745 0.110 -2.3870 39.8701 
Other 10.8051 8.08292 0.668 -11.2953 32.9056 
Other White -3.7381 3.78507 0.861 -14.0873 6.6111 
Black 3.1585 3.89412 0.927 -7.4889 13.8059 
Hispanic 7.9364 4.43513 0.380 -4.1902 20.0630 
Asian -10.8051 8.08292 0.668 -32.9056 11.2953 
EmployabilityPercent White Black 7.9862* 1.89947 0.000 2.7927 13.1798 
Hispanic 7.4646 2.73469 0.051 -0.0126 14.9419 
Asian -1.3615 6.83379 1.000 -20.0466 17.3236 
Other 2.1989 3.50797 0.971 -7.3927 11.7905 
Black White -7.9862* 1.89947 0.000 -13.1798 -2.7927 
Hispanic -0.5216 2.86318 1.000 -8.3502 7.3070 
Asian -9.3478 6.88622 0.655 -28.1762 9.4807 
Other -5.7873 3.60904 0.496 -15.6552 4.0806 
Hispanic White -7.4646 2.73469 0.051 -14.9419 0.0126 
Black 0.5216 2.86318 1.000 -7.3070 8.3502 
Asian -8.8262 7.16174 0.732 -28.4079 10.7556 
Other -5.2657 4.11044 0.703 -16.5046 5.9731 
Asian White 1.3615 6.83379 1.000 -17.3236 20.0466 
Black 9.3478 6.88622 0.655 -9.4807 28.1762 
Hispanic 8.8262 7.16174 0.732 -10.7556 28.4079 




Other White -2.1989 3.50797 0.971 -11.7905 7.3927 
Black 5.7873 3.60904 0.496 -4.0806 15.6552 
Hispanic 5.2657 4.11044 0.703 -5.9731 16.5046 
Asian -3.5604 7.49119 0.990 -24.0430 16.9221 
InflationDeflation White Black -0.1272 0.49423 0.999 -1.4786 1.2241 
Hispanic 1.3349 0.71155 0.331 -0.6106 3.2805 
Asian -2.9997 1.77811 0.443 -7.8615 1.8620 
Other 0.5695 0.91275 0.971 -1.9261 3.0652 
Black White 0.1272 0.49423 0.999 -1.2241 1.4786 
Hispanic 1.4622 0.74498 0.285 -0.5748 3.4991 
Asian -2.8725 1.79175 0.496 -7.7715 2.0265 
Other 0.6968 0.93905 0.947 -1.8708 3.2643 
Hispanic White -1.3349 0.71155 0.331 -3.2805 0.6106 
Black -1.4622 0.74498 0.285 -3.4991 0.5748 
Asian -4.3347 1.86344 0.138 -9.4297 0.7604 
Other -0.7654 1.06951 0.953 -3.6897 2.1589 
Asian White 2.9997 1.77811 0.443 -1.8620 7.8615 
Black 2.8725 1.79175 0.496 -2.0265 7.7715 
Hispanic 4.3347 1.86344 0.138 -0.7604 9.4297 
Other 3.5693 1.94916 0.356 -1.7601 8.8987 
Other White -0.5695 0.91275 0.971 -3.0652 1.9261 
Black -0.6968 0.93905 0.947 -3.2643 1.8708 
Hispanic 0.7654 1.06951 0.953 -2.1589 3.6897 
Asian -3.5693 1.94916 0.356 -8.8987 1.7601 
Based on observed means. 
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 36.767. 







CORRELATION BETWEEN ASSESSMENTS, 
















.942** 1 .479** .456** 
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 
 
0.000 0.000 
N 779 779 779 779 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
